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Preface 


R.M.W. DIXON, ALEXANDRA Y. AIKHENVALD 
and MASAYUKI ONISHI 


In many languages the subject of an intransitive verb (S) is coded in the same 
way, for every intransitive verb. Similarly for the subject of a transitive verb 
(A) and the object of a transitive verb (O). However, there are a number 
of languages which employ a different strategy. For most intransitive verbs, 
S function is marked in a set way (called the canonical marking) whereas for 
asmall set of verbs S is marked in one or more other ways — these are 
referred to as non-canonical marking. Similarly for A and O. For example, in 
a nominative—accusative language, S and A functions may be marked by nom- 
inative case for most verbs (the canonical marking) but by dative or genitive 
case for a small set of verbs (the non-canonical marking). In an absolutive— 
ergative language, A function will receive the canonical ergative marking with 
most transitive verbs, but may receive non-canonical locative or dative mark- 
ing, with two small sets of verbs. 

There have been a number of studies of non-canonical marking for subject 
and object in individual languages, but the present book is the first cross- 
linguistic study of the phenomenon. The Introduction sets out the theoretical 
questions which must be confronted in such a study. The first question concerns 
what are the defining properties of (intransitive and transitive) subject and of 
(transitive) object in each particular language, when these syntactic functions 
receive canonical marking. One then needs to investigate which of these proper- 
ties apply to the various kinds of non-canonically marked subject and object. 
We here consider both morphological and syntactic properties of subjects and 
objects. These include case marking, verbal agreement, constituent order, con- 
straints on coreferentiality, argument omission, relativisation, targets of 
valency-changing derivations, imperatives, pivot conditions and antecedent 
control over reflexive pronouns. 
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The second major question concerns the semantic basis for non-canonical 
marking. The verbs which receive a certain type of non-canonical marking tend 
to be semantically homogenous within a given language. Do these semantic 
classes, and kinds of non-canonical marking they relate to, correlate across lan- 
guages? In the Introduction, Masayuki Onishi suggests that the types of verbs 
involved are, typically, those referring to physiological states or events, inner 
feelings (or psychological experiences); verbs of perception, cognition, liking, 
etc.; verbs with modal meanings of wanting, obligation, trying, etc.; predicates 
expressing happenings; and verbs of possession, existing and lacking. 

Each of the eight individual contributors were sent an earlier draft of the 
Introduction, written by Masayuki Onishi on the basis of extended discussions 
with Alexandra Aikhenvald, R.M.W. Dixon and other colleagues in the Re- 
search Centre for Linguistic Typology. They followed the suggested guidelines, 
producing a homogenous volume in which a number of genetically and areally 
disparate languages are considered from a similar perspective. All of the chap- 
ters are in terms of basic linguistic theory, eschewing any of the formal theories 
which come and go with such frequency that anything cast in terms of them 
soon becomes antiquated. The final stage was for the Introduction to be revised 
in the light of results from the individual studies, setting out the conclusions 
that can presently be drawn, together with directions for further research on 
this topic. The tentative generalisations are significant. For example, if non- 
canonically marked subjects have grammatical property X then they will also 
show property Y; if verbs of semantic set A take non-canonical marking then 
so will verbs of semantic type B. 

The contributors are leading specialists in their fields, each of whom has 
close knowledge of a particular language or linguistic area. We cover six lan- 
guage families or language isolates, picking out languages which are critically 
important for a cross-linguistic study of non-canonical marking. From the Indo- 
European family, Avery Andrews discusses Icelandic and Masayuki Onishi 
deals with Bengali (as an example of the kinds of non-canonical marking found 
in many languages from South Asia). Kristina Sands and Lyle Campbell discuss 
Finnish, while Martin Haspelmath presents a survey of what is found across the 
European linguistic area. There are two studies from different regions of South 
America—Gabriella Hermon deals with Imbabura Quechua from the Andes, 
while Alexandra Aikhenvald discusses Tariana from the lowlands of Amazonia. 
John Roberts discusses non-canonical marking in Amele, from New Guinea, 
and Masayoshi Shibatani deals with Japanese. 
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This is a pioneering study, dealing with a topic that is of prime theoretical 
importance and will be of interest to linguists of many persuasions. Typologists 
are likely be fascinated by the parameters used, and will doubtless attempt alter- 
native ways of interpreting them. The very fact of non-canonical marking, and 
its conditioning, poses a considerable challenge for formal theories, and lin- 
guists of these persuasions will need to study the volume, in order to account 
for the facts and generalisations presented. The cognitive implications of which 
types of verbs engender non-canonical marking (and how) calls out for study 
by psycholinguists. 


Non-canonically marked subjects and 
objects: Parameters and properties! 


MASAYUKI ONISHI 


Meio University 


1. Introduction 


This volume consists of eight case studies on ‘non-canonically marked subjects 
and objects’ —or, more precisely, ‘non-canonically marked core arguments’ —in 
languages from different language families and linguistic areas. They are: 
several European languages including Icelandic (Germanic) and Finnish (Balto- 
Finnic), Bengali (Indic branch of Indo-European), Imbabura Quechua (Quech- 
uan), Tariana (Arawak family in Amazonia), Amele (Papuan) and Japanese. 
We start our investigations with the assumption that every language has tran- 
sitive and intransitive clauses, and that those clauses function in terms of three 
core grammatical categories—A, O and S (cf. Dixon 1979, 1994). They are: 





A the core argument of a transitive clause, which prototypically denotes the 
controller or initiator of the activity described by the verb; 

O the other core argument of a transitive clause, which prototypically denotes 
the participant affected by the activity described by the verb; 

S the sole core argument of an intransitive clause. 


Almost every language also has ‘extended transitive (or ditransitive)’ clauses 
(typically involving ‘give’, and often some other verbs such as ‘show’ and 
‘tell’) which require a third obligatory argument. The syntactic status of the two 
non-A core arguments of these verbs differs from language to language. Two 
basic patterns are commonly observed with regard to object identification of 
such verbs (Dixon 1994: 120; see also Dryer 1986): 
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(1) ‘give’ Donor Gift Recipient 
‘show’ Shower Thing shown Person to whom shown 
‘tell’ Speaker Message Addressee 


(a) A O non-O 
(b) A non-O O 


Languages in pattern (a) include Latin, Russian, Warlpiri (Australian, Hale 
1982) and Japanese. Those in pattern (b) include Huichol (Uto-Aztecan, Comrie 
1982), Ojibwa (Algonquian, Rhodes 1976, cited by Dryer 1986: 812), Mandak 
(AN, Blansitt 1984) and Motuna (Papuan, Onishi 1994). There are languages 
which allow both patterns (e.g. English, Dyirbal, Dixon 1972). Some languages 
treat the two non-A arguments both as O (e.g. Bengali, Onishi this volume). 
Languages may show minor variations to the above patterns (cf. Newman 
1996: 61ff.). 

We use the symbol ‘F’ (standing for ‘Extension to core’) for the non-A, non- 
O argument of an extended transitive verb. Languages of type (a) typically use 
Dative case to mark E. 

Languages sometimes also have ‘extended intransitive clauses’ (Dixon 1994: 
122-3) which require a second obligatory (E) argument. Thus we can get four 
clause types, with arguments: 


(2) Plain transitive A O 
Extended transitive (ditransitive) A =O E(orO) 
Plain intransitive S 
Extended intransitive S E 


Different languages show diverse ways of marking A, O, S and E arguments. 
In some cases it is particularly difficult to decide whether the second NP argu- 
ment of a two-place verb is O or E. In general, we need both morphological and 
syntactic criteria to determine which arguments should be regarded as A, O, S 
and E. There is no one-to-one relationship between grammatical categories 
(A/O/S/E) and semantic roles (Agent, Patient, Experiencer, etc.). 

In case-marking languages we observe two major patterns of marking for A, 
O and S NPs (Dixon 1994: 56ff.). In one group of case-marking languages 
(which constitutes a majority) O is almost always in the marked case (Accusa- 
tive) and A and S are almost always unmarked (for Nominative). In the other 
group of languages A is always in the marked case (Ergative) and O and S are 
almost always unmarked (for Absolutive). Thus: 
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(3) A Ergative 


Nominative | 
| Absotutive 


Accusative O 


We refer to Nominative and Accusative as canonical case markers for S/A 
and O functions, respectively, in the languages of the first group, and 
Absolutive and Ergative as canonical case markers for S/O and A functions, 
respectively, in those of the second group. In some languages of either group, 
however, a certain set of predicates requires a core NP to receive “‘non-canoni- 
cal’ marking. This is the major topic which is discussed in the chapters in this 
volume.’ 

We observe, furthermore, similar phenomena in languages where syntactic 
function is indicated by cross-referencing markings on verbs. For example, 
many Papuan languages mark A and S predominantly by verbal agreement. 
There are, however, certain predicates (called impersonal verbs by Papuanists 
such as Haiman 1980, Davies 1981, Roberts 1987 and this volume) which al- 
ways take 3rd person singular A/S marking. Those verbs typically describe 
physiological states or psychological experiences, and the non-canonically 
marked argument refers to Patient or Experiencer. Whether those arguments 
should be treated as A, O, S or E is controversial. Investigation of such 
phenomena is also included in the scope of the volume.* 

Note that we regard A, O and S as prototypes rather than discrete entities in 
three different senses. Firstly, A and O (but not S) are defined partially as se- 
mantic prototypes, as shown in the definitions above. Secondly, within a lan- 
guage, there may be both ‘prototypical’ A/O/S arguments which satisfy all the 
morpho-syntactic criteria defining their core status, and ‘atypical’ ones which 
satisfy only a few of them. This is especially the case with the type of languages 
extensively dealt with in the chapters in this volume. In some cases we need to 
admit intermediate status between A and S, O and E, or S and E, when a partic- 
ular argument shows conflicting evidence. Thirdly, among languages in the 
world, some may show many syntactic properties defining the core status of 
those arguments, while others may show only a few. In other words, there are 
strong and weak A/O/S both language-internally and cross-linguistically. 

Our focus is mainly on the synchronic description of these phenomena across 
languages, but diachronic information is referred to wherever it is available, and 
relevant. It would be interesting to find out how canonical markings have devel- 
oped from non-canonical markings, and, possibly, vice versa.> However, due 
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to the scope of this volume, full investigation of such diachronic developments 
is left as a topic for future research. 

This introductory chapter aims to give an overview of the phenomena and our 
strategies for dealing with them. This also embraces some of the important 
observations made in other chapters in the volume. It is organised as follows. 
In §2, we will look at ‘coding properties’ (Keenan 1976) of both canonically 
and non-canonically marked core arguments. In §3, we will discuss some of the 
major syntactic properties which are commonly used to determine A, O or S 
status of non-canonically marked arguments cross-linguistically. (We are not 
dealing with E because its core syntactic status is less clear than that of A/O/S.) 
In §4, predicates which typically require non-canonically marked arguments are 
organised into five major semantico-syntactic types. Such predicates often have 
corresponding predicates which require canonically marked arguments. We will 
show which types of predicates tend to have such ‘fluidity’, and what kind of 
semantic difference is observed between the canonically and non-canonically 
marked versions. §5 summarises the discussion in the previous sections and 
discusses the implications for further study. 


2. Coding properties of canonically and non-canonically 
marked A/O/S 


2.1 Overview 


In general, A, O and S are established according to both “coding properties’ and 
various types of other syntactic properties (called “behavioural properties’ by 
Keenan 1976). ‘Coding properties’ distinguish canonically marked A/O/S from 
non-canonically marked A/O/S. They are of three types: 


1. NP case markings; 
2. verbal agreement; and/or 
3. constituent order of core NPs. 


In the following section, these properties are examined one by one. Other syn- 
tactic properties are discussed in §3. 
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2.2 Coding properties 


2.2.1 NP case marking 

As mentioned in §1, there are two major patterns in NP case marking— 
Nominative-Accusative and Absolutive-Ergative. Two systems often coexist in 
one language (cf. Dixon 1994: 70ff.). Nominative is the canonically marked (or 
unmarked) case for S and A, and Accusative for O, in Nominative-Accusative 
systems. In Absolutive-Ergative systems, Absolutive is the canonically marked 
(or unmarked) case for S and O, and Ergative for A. 

Other oblique cases may exist in those languages. Among them: 


a. Dative is prototypically used for the animate third argument (E) of verbs 
such as ‘give’, ‘tell’ and ‘show’, where the O is the Gift, Message or Thing 
shown, respectively. 

Genitive® is prototypically used to mark a Possessor within an NP. 

c. Locative is prototypically the marker of a ‘Place of rest’. 


These cases may also be used to mark core arguments. Dative is widely used 
to mark either A/S (e.g. Kannada (Dravidian, Sridhar 1979b, 1990), Italian 
(Perlmutter 1979), Japanese (Shibatani this volume)) or O (e.g. Icelandic 
(Andrews this volume)). Genitive and Locative are also used to mark A/S or O 
(e.g. Bengali (Onishi this volume)). Accusative, which is a canonically marked 
case for O, is sometimes used to mark A/S (e.g. Icelandic, Imbabura Quechua 
(Hermon this volume)). Other cases such as Benefactive, Instrumental and Ab- 
lative are also attested as the markers of A/S in some languages (e.g. Hua (Pap- 
uan, Haiman 1980), Hindi-Urdu (Indic, Kachru 1990)). We refer to these argu- 
ments “‘non-canonically marked A/O/S’. 

There are also variations in canonically marked case patterns. A/O/S NPs, 
which otherwise would take canonically marked cases, could be marked differ- 
ently when the whole clause shows low transitivity status in the sense defined 
by Hopper and Thompson (1980). This is mainly due to: 


a. the referential status of such NPs (nonspecific, indefinite, inanimate, etc.); 
and/or 

b. the overall clause type (in negative polarity, in imperfective aspect, in 
irrealis mood, stative, generic, etc.).’ 


Finnish is a typical language which shows a complex pattern of case-marking 
variations of this type. A/S is marked by Partitive, or O by Partitive or Genitive, 
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if the clause as a whole is low in transitivity (with one participant, expressing 
an existential state, in imperfective aspect, in negation, etc.) and/or the referent 
of such NP is nonspecific/‘partial’. See the detailed discussion on these phe- 
nomena in Sands and Campbell (this volume). Bengali (Onishi this volume) 
also shows variations in case marking for O NPs (those with inanimate and/or 
indefinite referents tend to be unmarked) and A/S NPs (marked by Locative in 
generic statement). 


2.2.2 Verbal agreement 

In head-marking languages syntactic functions are shown by bound pronominal 
elements on the verb. There is a wide variation of such systems across lan- 
guages. If, however, a language marks only one core argument, then it is most 
often A and S.* This is predictable from the Nominal Hierarchy (Silverstein 
1976)—even in languages with an Absolutive-Ergative pattern in NP case 
marking, pronominal elements tend to show a Nominative-Accusative pattern. 

In languages which have marginal Absolutive-Ergative systems (such as 
Hindi-Urdu), Ergative NPs tend not to be marked on the verb. But they often 
are in languages which consistently mark A NP by Ergative (e.g. Assamese 
(Indic, Masica 1991)).? 

Where a predicate argument is realised by an NP with non-canonical mark- 
ing, itis generally not explicitly cross-referenced on the verb; the verb is likely 
then to take an unmarked cross-referencing indicator, e.g. 3sg (see §2.2.4). 

In many languages predicates cross-reference two core arguments. There are 
three major patterns: 


a. A/S are marked in the same way, and O differently. 

b. O/S are marked in the same way, and A differently. 

c. A and O are marked differently, with some S marked like A and other S 
like O (split-S and fluid-S—or active/inactive—systems). 


Again type (a) is the commonest. Amele (Roberts this volume) is one of them. 
Languages of type (c) are also well-attested—e.g. Acehnese (AN, Durie 1985), 
Lakhota (Siouan, Mithun 1991a) and Cayuga (Iroquoian, Mithun 1991b, Sasse 
1996). Compared to them, languages of type (b) are rare (e.g. Tzotzil (Mayan), 
Aissen 1987, Selayarese (AN), Mithun 1991b, see also Dixon 1994: 42ff. for 
other examples). 


2.2.3 Constituent order 
In some languages, constituent order is the major property in identifying syntac- 
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tic function, e.g. English and Tolai (AN, Mosel 1984). In other languages con- 
stituent order may partly depend on discourse factors such as definiteness and 
topicality, but will still make a contribution towards determining the syntactic 
status of the core arguments." In the latter type of language, the syntactic func- 
tions of core arguments must also be indicated by case markings and/or verbal 
markings; see the Barai examples discussed in §2.2.4. 


2.2.4 Mixed markings 
Most languages which have non-canonically marked arguments also show some 
degree of head-marking. They may mark core arguments by NP cases and/or 
constituent order, but they generally have verbal agreement as well. Verbs indi- 
cate the person and/or number of canonically marked argument(s); but they 
typically fail to show agreement with arguments marked by oblique cases or 
deviant constituent order. 

The following Russian examples (Aikhenvald, p.c.) show typical marking 
patterns of languages with both NP cases and verbal agreement: 


(4) a. Ja rabotaju. 
I+NOM work+PRES+1 SG 
‘I work.’ 
b. Mne rabotaet-s‘a. 
I+DAT work+PRES+3SG-DETRANSITIVISER 
‘I can do the work.’ [Lit. ‘It works to me.’ ] 


In (4a) the S NP ja is canonically marked by Nominative case and is cross-ref- 
erenced by 1sg agreement on the verb. In (4b) the core argument mne is non- 
canonically marked by Dative case, and the verb takes an unmarked inflection 
(3sG). Note also that the verb in (4b) takes a detransitivising (middle) suffix, 
cf. §4.3. 

There are some examples of anon-canonically marked A/S being cross-refer- 
enced on the verb. For example, in Japanese, the social status of a Da- 
tive/Nominative A/S (as well as of a canonically marked A/S in Nominative 
case) may be indicated by the honorific form of the predicate (Shibatani 1977, 
this volume). 

A mixed pattern of constituent order and verbal agreement is illustrated by 
Barai (Papuan, Olson 1978). This language indicates core case relations by SV 
word order in the case of intransitive verbs, and AOV word order for transitive 
verbs if both A and O have equal referential status (e.g. both are definite).'' The 
verb usually marks the person or number of the O NP. In the case of a small set 
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of non-controlled predicates, however, A slot is filled by the dummy pronoun 
ije ‘it’, and the Patient or Experiencer occupies the O slot. It is then the O argu- 
ment that is cross-referenced on the verb. In the following examples (Olson 
1978), (5a) shows a canonically marked A and O, while (5b) shows a non- 
canonically marked pattern. 


(5) a. Funa kan-ie. 
he 1SG strike-1 SG 
‘He struck me.’ 
b. Ijebu ised-ia. 
it 3PL displease-3PL 
‘They are displeased.’ [Lit. ‘It displeased them’.] 


3. Syntactic properties of non-canonically marked A/O/S 


3.1 Overview 


As mentioned in §2.1, the status of non-canonically marked arguments (whether 
they are A, O or S) is determined according to various syntactic properties they 
exhibit. Those criteria include: 


. imperatives; 

. constraints on the coreferentiality of A/S/O in complementation; 

. targets of valency-changing derivations; 

. antecedent control over reflexive pronouns; 

. constraints on relativisation (e.g. types of arguments which can stand as 

heads of relative clauses); 

6. conditions under which A/S or O/S ‘pivot’ of the two clauses are shared or 
not shared (e.g. ‘same subject conditions’ in switch-reference systems and 
other types of clause or predicate conjoining); and/or 

7. coreferential deletion of the core argument (A/S or O/S ‘pivot’) shared by 

the two clauses. 


nA BWN Re 


Those in (1)-(4) are primarily relevant to intra-clausal syntax, and those in 
(5)-(7) to inter-clausal syntax, although criteria (2)-(4) may relate to inter- 
clausal syntax in some languages. 

Not all criteria listed here are relevant to every language. And there are of 
course other criteria which are language-specific. In general, the importance of 
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each criterion differs from language to language. For example, in Tariana 
(Aikhenvald this volume), verb serialisation effectively covers the grammatical 
functions fulfilled by causativisation, complementation, reflexivisation and 
clause conjoining in other languages. In such acase criteriarelevant to verb serial- 
isation have far greater importance than other ones. Even in such cases, however, 
we often find criteria which functionally correspond to those just listed above. 

In the following sections we will discuss the criteria listed here, and see what 
kind of observations are made in the literature as well as in our investigations 
in this volume. In §3.3 we will summarise those observations. The major ques- 
tion we ask in this section with regard to these syntactic criteria is: is there a 
cross-linguistic hierarchy (A, B, C, . . .) among these properties such that we 
can predict that if, for instance, non-canonically marked arguments show prop- 
erty C, then they will also show properties A and B? 


3.2 Syntactic properties 


3.2.1 Imperatives 

In imperative constructions the speaker asks the addressee to exert control over 
the events/states expressed by the predicates. Thus they prototypically require 
canonically marked 2nd person A/S. This phenomenon is commonly found both 
in Nominative-Accusative and Absolutive-Ergative languages. 

In languages where only 2nd person A/S is allowed in an Imperative, non- 
canonically marked A/S tend not to occur, since they basically refer to non- 
controllers. In some head-marking languages, however, predicates which re- 
quire non-canonically marked A/S seem to marginally occur in this type of 
Imperative construction. In Hua (Haiman 1980: 359), the majority of ‘imper- 
sonal verbs’ (which require non-canonically marked (Possessor) A/S) do not 
take imperative inflections. But there are two verbs—auia=hu- ‘be ashamed’ 
and neki- ‘forget’—which can occur in Imperative, even though they require a 
Possessor S: 


(6)  K-neki(o)! 
28G+PoOSS-forget.it-+IMP(SG) 
‘Forget it!’ 


This, according to Haiman (1980: 360), may indicate the transition of these 
predicates into canonically marked ones. 
Some languages have imperative constructions which allow A/S in any per- 
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son to occur. In such constructions, we sometimes find that predicates with non- 
canonically marked arguments occur with the verb inflected for unmarked per- 
son/number. They express ‘a wish or prayer to an unspecified controlling force’ 
(Sridhar 1976: 584), and as such the referent of A/S is not treated as a controller 
of the event. In Kannada predicates with non-canonically marked arguments 
can occur in a negative imperative with such a meaning: 


(7) Nimage  siTTu baruvudu béDa. 
you+DAT anger Come+NONPAST+GERUND NEG+IMP 
‘May you not get angry!’ 


In Bengali (Onishi this volume) predicates with Genitive A/S which express 
‘happenings’ occur in an imperative of this type. In Tariana (Aikhenvald this 
volume), only a small number of predicates with non-canonically marked S (‘S,, 
verbs’) denoting “physical conditions’ can occur in the same kind of imperative 
constructions. 


3.2.2 Constraints on coreferential arguments in complementation 

In many languages we find that verbs such as ‘see’, ‘tell’, ‘believe’ and ‘like’ 
optionally take complement clauses, while verbs such as ‘can’, ‘should’, ‘keep 
on’, ‘want’, ‘try’ and ‘begin’ require them. Dixon (1991) calls the verbs of the 
first type ‘Primary-B verbs’ and those of the second type ‘Secondary verbs’. 
(See also §4.1 and Dixon 1994: 134ff.) With these verbs we often find a con- 
straint that requires the A/S of the complement clause to be coreferential with 
A/S or O of the main verb (depending on the meaning of this verb), with the 
former being suppressed or ‘raised’. 

Meanings commonly expressed by Secondary verbs may be expressed in 
alternative ways. For example, ‘can’ and ‘want’ are often expressed by 
derivational affixes to another verb (cf. §4.2.3 and §4.3.3). In Japanese (cf. 
Shibatani this volume), the potential derivation demotes canonically marked 
(Nominative) A/S to non-canonically marked (Nominative/Dative) S and ca- 
nonically marked (Accusative) O to E (Nominative). In Imbabura Quechua 
(Hermon this volume), the desiderative verb marked by -naya ‘want’ requires 
a non-canonically marked (Accusative) A/S. In Amele (Roberts this volume), 
the derived desiderative verb is an impersonal construction with a complement 
clause in Imperative mood. Other verbs such as ‘keep on’, ‘try’ and ‘begin’ may 
be expressed by serial verb or converb constructions. In Tariana (Aikhenvald 
this volume), all of these meanings—including ‘can’ and ‘want’ —are expressed 
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by serial verb constructions, and there are some restrictions on the occurrence 
of stative intransitive verbs both with canonically and non-canonically marked 
arguments in such constructions. 

The scope of such constraints depends on the semantics of the main predi- 
cate, and how tight the syntactic relationship is between the main predicate and 
the predicate in the complement or modifying clause. It is interesting to see how 
these constraints work with regard to non-canonically marked arguments if the 
main verb and/or the verb in the complement or modifying clause require them. 
In general, we find at least some predicates which control coreferential deletion 
or raising with regard to both canonically and non-canonically marked A/S of 
the complement or modifying clause. If we don’t find any predicates which 
control these processes, it is likely that such oblique arguments do not qualify 
as A/S. It is exactly the case with Dative arguments of Standard Average Euro- 
pean such as German and Polish, as opposed to Dative arguments of Lezgian 
(Caucasian) which show strong A/S properties (Haspelmath this volume). 

Some languages allow predicates with non-canonically marked A/S to occur 
both in the main clause and complement clause. For example, in Amele (Rob- 
erts this volume), some verbs which take canonically marked A/S (such as ‘try’, 
‘begin’, ‘fear’ ) can take a complement clause with either canonically marked 
or non-canonically marked coreferential A/S—which, then, is suppressed. 
There are also verbs with non-canonically marked S (e.g. ‘be afraid’ —the im- 
personal version of the active verb ‘fear’ ) taking a complement clause where a 
predicate with a canonically marked coreferential A/S occurs, and the latter, 
again, is suppressed. There are, however, no examples of a predicate with non- 
canonically marked A/S occurring in the latter case.'? 

In general, restrictions on the occurrence of predicates with non-canonically 
marked arguments are more likely to apply when they function as target of 
coreferential deletion (or raising) in the complement clause. For example, in 
Bengali (Onishi this volume), the predicate in the main clause may require ei- 
ther canonically or non-canonically marked (Genitive or Objective'*) A/S for 
coreferential deletion, but the one in the complement clause is usually marked 
canonically. Nor can non-canonically marked A/S undergo subject-to-object 
raising. According to Kachru et al. (1976), Kachru (1990) and Bhatia (1990), 
in Hindi-Urdu, Punjabi, Kashmiri and Lahanda, Dative or Objective A/S can 
function either as controller (as in (8)) or target (as in (9)) of coreferential dele- 
tion, but cannot undergo subject-to-object raising (as in (10)). According to 
Wallace 1985 (cited by Masica 1991), Objective A/S can control, but cannot 
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undergo, coreferential deletion in Nepali. They can, on the other hand, undergo 
subject-to-object raising. 


Hindi-Urdu (Kachru et al. 1976: 91): 

(8) Siita-ko [vahd, jane] kiibat yad he. 
Siita-oBJ there go+vN of matter memory is 
‘Siita remembers going there.’ 


(9) Ram-ne [buukh lagne} kii bat _ bataii. 
Ram-ERG hunger appear+vN of matter related 
‘Ram told of (himself) being hungry.’ 


(10) *Mé-ne ram-ko  [buukh lagte hue] dekha. 
I-ERG Ram-oBJ hunger appearing saw 
I saw Ram being hungry 


In some languages, one class of predicates with non-canonically marked A/S 
may behave differently from other class(es) of such predicates. In Imbabura 
Quechua (Hermon this volume), for example, verbs such as ‘begin’ and ‘con- 
tinue’ (with a canonically marked S) require a predicate with a canonically 
marked coreferential A/S to occur in the complement clause. Derived 
desiderative predicates with an Accusative A/S may also occur in the comple- 
ment clause, but not lexical predicates denoting physiological states. On the 
other hand, non-canonically marked A/S can be target of ‘raising’ without any 
restrictions. Verbs with a canonically marked A (such as ‘believe’ ) can raise an 
Accusative A/S of either type of predicates to the main clause as O. 

In Hindi-Urdu (Kachru 1990), while Objective A/S both control and become 
target of coreferential deletion as illustrated above, Genitive and Locative A/S 
can function as controller, but not as target, of this process. Instrumental NPs 
neither control nor undergo the process. So this test tells us which type of argu- 
ment shows more A/S properties, and which shows less, in this language. Sche- 
matically:!° 


(11) More A/S properties Less A/S properties 
Nominative > Objective > Genitive/Locative > Instrumental 
< Canonical > g= Non-canonical > 


3.2.3. Valency-changing derivations 
Various kinds of valency-changing derivations target A/O/S arguments. Among 
them are passivisation, antipassivisation and causativisation. 
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Valency-reducing derivations such as passivisation and antipassivisation 
have prominence in reference-dominating languages such as English and 
Dyirbal with strong (canonically marked) A/O/S. Many languages with non- 
canonically marked A/O/S have various means of demoting canonically marked 
A/S to non-canonically marked A/S, and such derived constructions may effec- 
tively fulfill some of the important semantic and/or pragmatic functions ful- 
filled by passive constructions in other languages. In fact, some of the derived 
constructions of this type, ‘deagentivisations’, are often labelled ‘passives’ 
(Klaiman 1981, Sridhar 1990, Masica 1991 among others), but they differ from 
prototypical passives as defined by Dixon and Aikhenvald (1997) in a number 
of ways.’° Nevertheless we find some of the languages of the type discussed in 
this volume having productive passive derivations." 

Passivisation typically applies to a transitive verb, moving A out of the core 
and placing the original O into S function. In some languages, it may also apply 
to intransitive verbs, demoting S and giving impersonal passives. Passivisation 
is important for identifying non-canonically marked A and O. 

In Imbabura Quechua (Hermon this volume), transitive predicates with the 
desiderative -naya require a non-canonically marked (Accusative) A and a 
canonically marked (Accusative) O. When passivised, the Accusative O is pro- 
moted to a Nominative S, and the Accusative A is demoted to the periphery, 
occurring in the unmarked Nominative form. There is no way to test other 
lexical predicates denoting physiological states, because they are all intransi- 
tive. Imbabura Quechua doesn’t allow intransitive verbs to be passivised. 

In Icelandic (Zaenen, Maling and Thráinsson 1985, Andrews this volume), 
transitive sentences with either a canonically marked (Accusative) or a non- 
canonically marked (Dative or Genitive) O can be passivised. In either case, the 
original A is deleted, and O is promoted to S. Accusative O becomes Nomin- 
ative S, but a non-canonically marked O retains the same case in derived 
S function. In the case of intransitive verbs, however, only those with Nomin- 
ative S can be passivised to form impersonal passives, while those with non- 
canonically marked S cannot. 

In Tariana (Aikhenvald this volume), a periphrastic passive can be formed 
with both transitive and intransitive verbs with canonically marked A/S, but not 
with the ones with non-canonically marked S. 

In every language that has a causative derivation this applies to intransitive 
verbs; it moves S to O status, and introduces a new A. In some languages it also 
applies to transitive verbs; in such cases it demotes the old A and introduces a 
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new A. Thus if a language has a syntactic causative derivation, we can test 
whether the predicates which require non-canonically marked arguments un- 
dergo causativisation or not. In general, predicates with non-canonically 
marked A/S tend not to be causativised, but there are exceptions. 

Among the languages investigated in this volume, only Tariana seems to 
allow such predicates to be causativised. However, the scope of causativation 
of those predicates is restricted. Tariana has three different mechanisms for 
causativisation, and active intransitive (S,) verbs with canonically marked S can 
occur with all of them, stative intransitive (S,) verbs with canonically marked 
S with two or one, while those (S,, verbs) with non-canonically marked S with 
one or none. 

Kannada (Sridhar 1979) gives an interesting example. In this language, both 
intransitive verbs and transitive verbs can be causativised. When intransitive 
verbs are causativised, the original Nominative S becomes an Accusative O and 
a new A is introduced. There are two ways in which transitive verbs are 
causativised: (a) the original (Nominative) A is demoted to Instrumental, the 
original (Accusative) O stays as is, and a new (Nominative) A is introduced; or 
(b) the original (Nominative) A is demoted to Dative, the original (Accusative) 
O stays as is, and a new (Nominative) A is introduced. The second type of 
causatives are formed from predicates (such as ‘drink’, ‘eat’ and ‘learn’ ) which 
refer to activities affecting the physical/mental state of the referent of the A (cf. 
Sridhar 1990: 218-19)."* 

Now, when a verb which requires a Dative Patient/Experiencer argument is 
causativised, the Dative argument stays as is, and the other unmarked argument 
optionally acquires an Accusative marking in the causative version (Sridhar 
1979: 111):” 


(12) a. Nanage talendvu bantu. 
I+DAT headache came 
‘I got a headache.’ 
b. Ninu nanage talenovu(-annu) bariside. 
you+NOM I+DAT headache(-Acc) come+CAUS+PAST 
“You made me get a headache.’ 


As discussed in Sridhar (1979: 112ff.), there are two ways of interpreting this 
phenomenon: 


1. (12a) is an intransitive sentence with talendvu ‘headache’ as Nominative S 


PARAMETERS AND PROPERTIES 15 


and nanage ‘me’ as Dative E; S is moved to O which can take an optional 
Accusative marking. 

2. nanage ‘me’ in (12) is a non-canonically marked A, which is moved out of 
the core in the causative version although case marking doesn’t change; 
talenovu stays as O (and the optional Accusative marking in the causative 
version then has little significance). 


The first interpretation is more consistent with the morphological facts; but 
at the same time the Dative argument shows important syntactic A/S properties 
such as control over coreferential deletion in complement clauses, reflexiv- 
isation, etc. 

Note that in some languages (e.g. Bengali and Imbabura Quechua) a caus- 
ative morpheme is used for promoting non-canonically marked A/S to canonic- 
ally marked ones—although the scope of such derivation is much more limited 
than the ‘demotional’ derivations such as “deagentivisations’ mentioned above 
(cf. §4.2.1 and §4.3.1). 


3.2.4 Antecedent control over reflexive pronouns 

Anaphoric binding of the antecedent of a reflexive pronoun is another property 
which is often used to test the A/S (and sometimes O) status of core arguments. 
(No language has so far been found in which O, and not A, exclusively controls 
reflexivisation.) Here we are referring to a type of language in which transitive 
verbs can have a special pronoun in O slot to express the idea of reflexivity (cf. 
Dixon 1994: 138). Such a pronoun can go into a peripheral slot, or function as 
Possessor of the O or a peripheral argument. 

In some languages the antecedent of a reflexive pronoun in those functions 
is always A/S. For example, in Japanese (Shibatani 1977, this volume), the 
antecedent conditions for the reflexive pronoun zibun define A/S. The anteced- 
ent may be canonically or non-canonically marked or a derived A/S within the 
same or a superordinate clause. In Amele (Roberts this volume), both in reflex- 
ive and reciprocal constructions, either canonically or non-canonically marked 
A/S can stand as antecedent. According to Zaenen, Maling and Thráinsson 
(1985), for some Icelandic speakers A/S control reflexivisation and for others 
A/S or O do so. Thus reflexivisation can be used effectively to determine both 
A/S status and O status of non-canonically marked arguments. 

In other languages the situation is not so clear. If a language has different 
types of non-canonically marked arguments, they may behave differently even 
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within the same language. In the case of Hindi-Urdu, Dative, Genitive and Loc- 
ative arguments control reflexivisation, but Instrumentals do not (cf. Kachru 
1990: 62; see also §3.2.2). 


3.2.5 Constraints on relativisation 

Keenan and Comrie’s (1977) ‘NP accessibility’ predicts that in most languages 
the functions of common arguments in the relative clause may be restricted 
according to the hierarchy in such a way that only NPs in the functions in the 
left positions to a line drawn somewhere in the hierarchy would be relativised 
in a given language: 


Subject > Object > Indirect Object > Object of Adposition > Possessor 


In our view the term ‘subject’ should be replaced by ‘pivot’ (cf. Dixon 1994: 
152ff. and §3.2.6) and ‘object’ by ‘non-pivot core argument’. ‘Pivot’ could be 
either A/S or O/S. 

If a language has relative clauses, and a line is drawn between A/S and O, 
O/S and A, or A/O/S and other arguments in this hierarchy, this could be used 
as a criterion to define the core status of these arguments. We can then apply 
this criterion to non-canonically marked arguments. In the languages investi- 
gated in the volume, Amele defines NPs in A/S function as most accessible in 
relativisation. Non-canonically marked A/S behave in the same way as canoni- 
cally marked A/S in this respect (Roberts 1997: 168). 

We find other interesting examples in the literature. Samoan (AN) is a lan- 
guage with an Absolutive-Ergative case marking system. Apart from canonical 
transitive verbs with A marked by Ergative and O marked by Absolutive, it has 
“semi-transitive’ verbs denoting ‘communication’ (e.g. ‘ask’), ‘perception’ (e.g. 
‘see’), “emotion and thinking’ (e.g. ‘love’, ‘think of’), and ‘want’ requiring an 
Absolutive and a Locative—Directional argument (Mosel and Hovdhaugen 
1992: 730-5).*° According to Mosel and Hovdhaugen (1992: 638ff.) and Mosel 
(1993), the Locative—Directional argument is not qualified as O because they 
fail to satisfy several syntactic criteria, one of which is relativisation. In Samoan 
any of O, S, A or Locative—Directional arguments can be relativised, but there 
is a hierarchy. When O or S is relativised, it is never represented by a pronoun 
in the relative clause, as in (13). When A is relativised, it is optionally repre- 
sented by a preverbal pronoun. A Locative—Directional argument, on the other 
hand, must be represented by an anaphoric pronoun in the relative clause, 
as shown in (14) (Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992: 638, 641). This shows that 
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canonically marked O/S assumes the closest relation to the predicate, and the 
Locative—Directional argument the remotest. 


(13) ‘Aele iloa e nei tamale mea lea 
but not know ERG these boys ART thing that 
[ua fai=a e Sinama Tuiued] gc. 


PERF dO=TRANSITIVISER ERG Sina and Tuiuea 
‘But these boys did not know what [that thing that] Sina and Tuiuea 


had done.’ 
(14) So‘ose mea [e te finagaloi  Ailpc 
any ART thing 2SGGENR want LD ANAPH 
e fai=a lava e lenei Faleapolu. 


GENR dO=TRANSITIVISER EMPH ERG this Faleapolu 
‘Anything you want will be done by this fellow Faleapolu.’ 


Warlpiri, another language with an Ergative-Absolutive case marking system, 
has two types of two-place verbs with non-canonically marked arguments—one 
type (e.g. ‘look for’) requires an Ergative and a Dative argument, and the other 
(e.g. ‘wait for’) an Absolutive and a Dative.’ A Dative argument of the first 
type is cross-referenced by an O clitic while one of the second type requires a 
distinct Dative clitic, in the verbal auxiliary. This language has adjoined relative 
clauses where the O (but not A or S) of a main clause predicate can take a rela- 
tive clause marked by the suffix -kurra if this O corresponds to the A/S of the 
verb in the relative clause. Dative arguments in both Ergative-Dative and 
Absolutive-Dative frames behave in the same way as canonically marked O in 
this subordination process (Simpson 1991: 319): 


(15) Ngarrka ka-rla marlu-ku yura-ka-nyi, 
man+ABS PRES-3+DAT kangaroo-DAT stalk-NPAST 
[marna nga-rninja-kurra-ku]pc. 


grass+ABS eat-INF-KURRA-DAT 
‘The man is stalking the kangaroo (while it is) eating grass.’ 


This process, then, can be used as a criterion for defining the O status of Dative 
arguments in these two types of predicate. 


3.2.6 ‘Same subject conditions’ and ‘pivot constraints’ 
There are many types of clause linking devices, both coordination and subordi- 
nation. Some of them require that when the core arguments of the linked 
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clauses (either A/S, or O/S) are coreferential, one of them be deleted. This kind 
of requirement can be called ‘pivot constraints’ (Dixon 1994: 152ff.). Lan- 
guages such as English and Dyirbal—which have clear syntactic derivations 
(passive and antipassive, respectively)—typically have pivot constraints, which 
apply to both underived and derived A/O/S. Languages such as Acehnese 
(Durie 1985, 1987)—in which semantic roles (Actor and Undergoer) dominate 
syntactic processes—typically lack such derivations, and do not have any syn- 
tactic constraints of this kind on clause linking. 

Most languages with non-canonically marked A/S are in an intermediate 
status. They often have the means for linking two or more clauses, where the 
predicate(s) of non-finite clause(s) are marked by some kind of morpheme or 
inflection indicating dependency on the finite verb, which usually comes at the 
end of the sentence. Examples are ‘conjunctive participles’ in Indian languages, 
‘participial absolutes’ in Italian, ‘gerunds’ in Russian and ‘(switch-reference) 
medial verbal chains’ in Papuan languages. These linking devices centre around 
A/S arguments. 

There are two basic parameters involved in these constructions. First, to what 
extent and under what conditions they require the A/S of the two clauses to be 
shared (‘same-subject conditions’, SSC hereafter). And, second, under what 
conditions can canonically marked and non-canonically marked A/S be shared, 
or function as pivots, under SSC. 

SSC differ considerably from language to language. In some languages (typi- 
cally dependent marking) there are no such restrictions (e.g. Sinhala (Indic), 
Wijayawardhana et al. 1995). In other languages they are conditioned by se- 
mantic parameters such as ‘control’ and ‘animacy’, and/or pragmatic parame- 
ters such as ‘topic continuity’. For example, in Bengali (Onishi this volume), 
SSC hold when there is a predicate with a controlling semantics (always with 
a canonically marked A/S) either in the dependent clause (conjunctive partici- 
ple) or the main clause. 

In Papuan languages with switch-reference (SR, hereafter) medial verb 
chains, whether the medial clause and the finite clause share the same A/S or 
not is marked morphologically on the medial verbs—so basically there are no 
SSC. However, in some cases, clauses with non-coreferential A/S can be 
linked even if the medial verb marks Same Subject. There are various seman- 
tic and pragmatic conditions under which anomalies of this kind occur (cf. 
Roberts 1988). 
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The treatment of non-canonically marked arguments with regard to pivot 
constraints in SR system also differs greatly from language to language. 
According to Roberts (1997: 161-77), there are four types: 


1. Only a canonically marked A/S can stand as pivot of a medial clause, and 
can also control pivot constraints. 

2. Areferentially most prominent core argument (A, O or S) stands as pivot of 
a medial clause and also controls pivot constraints. 

3. Both a canonically marked and non-canonically marked A/S can stand as 
pivot of a medial clause, but only the former, and not the latter, can control 
pivot constraints. 

4. Only a canonically marked A/S can stand as pivot of a medial clause, while 
both a canonically marked and a non-canonically marked A/S can control 
pivot constraints. 


Among them, Type 4 is by far the commonest. In fact, only one language has 
been attested to represent Type 1, 2 and 3, respectively, among Papuan lan- 
guages—Alamblak for Type 1, Barai for Type 2, and Hua for Type 3. Amele 
belongs to Type 4. Hua and Amele examples are given below to illustrate 
Types 3 and 4, respectively. 

In Hua (Haiman 1980), when a predicate with a canonically marked A/S 
stands as a controlling (finite) verb, either a canonically marked or a non-canon- 
ically marked A/S of the medial verb can be treated as a pivot. This is illus- 
trated in (16b), where the non-canonically marked Possessor S of the predicate 
go‘=ro- ‘feel scared’, and the canonically marked S of the main verb korihu 
‘run away’ function as pivots: 


(16) a. D-go‘re. 
1S8G+POSS-feel.scared+3SG 
‘I feel scared.’ 
b. D-go‘ro-da korihue. 
18G+Poss-feel.scared-SS+ 1SG+ANTICIP run.away+1 SG 
‘I felt scared and ran away.’ (Same Subject) 


When, however, a predicate with non-canonically marked S stands as a control- 
ling verb, a medial verb with a canonically marked A/S receives Different Sub- 
ject marking even if it is coreferential with the non-canonically marked S of the 
controlling verb. This is illustrated in the following examples: 
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(17) a. D-auiahie. 
1SG+POSS-be.ashamed+3sSG 
‘I am ashamed.’ 
b. Korihu-ga-na d-auiahie. 
run.away-DS-3SG+ANTICIP 1SG+POSS-be.ashamed+3sG 
‘I ran away and I am ashamed.’ (Different Subject) 


Note that the medial verb in (17b) takes a 3rd person singular anticipatory in- 
flection. 

Amele (Roberts 1987, 1988: 94-9) shows a completely different pattern. In 
(18) the predicate wen (doc) ‘be hungry’ has Different Subject marking even 
though its non-canonically marked S (marked by an O suffix) is coreferential 
with the canonically marked S of the following controlling verb qaj(-ec) ‘cry’: 


(18) Melaid  cajahi-ag eu wen do-co-b qaje-ce-b... 
boy female friend-3sg that hunger 3S8G.0-DS-3SG.A Cry-DS-3S8G.S 
‘.. . that girl’s friend became hungry and cried...’ 


On the other hand, when a predicate that takes a non-canonically marked S 
stands as a controlling verb, a medial verb with either a canonically marked 
or non-canonically marked A/S takes Same Subject marking if it is corefer- 
ential with the non-canonically marked A/S of the controlling verb (Roberts 
1987: 300): 


(19) Ija b-i-m-ig wen-te-i-a. 
1SG come.up-1SG.S-SS hunger-1SG.0-3SG.A-TODAY’S.PAST 
‘I came up and became hungry.’ 


See Roberts (this volume) for further details. 

The SR system of Imbabura Quechua (Hermon this volume) shows a mixed 
pattern. In this language, non-canonically marked S of a lexical predicate can- 
not stand as a pivot of the medial verb, while non-canonically marked A/S of 
the derived desiderative verb can (either SS or DS can be marked on it if the 
controlling verb has a canonically marked coreferential A/S). On the other 
hand, non-canonically marked A/S of either type of predicate is allowed to 
function as a pivot of the controlling clause (either SS or DS can be marked on 
the medial verb with a canonically marked coreferential A/S). By and large, this 
pattern could be seen as a variant of type (4). 

This typology can be extended to the pivot constraints of other clause-linking 
devices. In Bengali (Onishi this volume), for example, both a canonically 
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marked and a non-canonically marked A/S can control pivot constraints, but 
only a canonically marked A/S can stand as a pivot of the ‘conjunctive partici- 
ple’. Thus this belongs to type (4). It appears that other Indic languages such as 
Hindi-Urdu, Punjabi and Kashmiri also belong to type (4), while Nepali shows 
a different pattern (Kachru et al. 1976, Wallace 1985 cited by Masica 1991: 
355). The following examples are from Hindi-Urdu (Kachru et al. 1976: 91): 


(20) Skuul-ka maidan dekh-kar laRke-ko dost yad de. 
school-of field seeing boy-oss friends memory came 
‘The boy remembered (his) friends when he saw the school grounds.’ 


(21) *Dost yad a-kar ləRke udas ho gaya. 
friends memory coming boy sad became 
“*Having remembered his friends, the boy became sad.’ 


In general, non-canonically marked A/S are more likely to control pivot con- 
straints than to become a target of such constraints. That is, in many languages, 
when canonically marked A/S control pivot constraints, it defines the scope of 
pivot narrowly, but when non-canonically marked A/S controls such con- 
straints, it defines both canonically and non-canonically marked A/S as one 
broad category. 

Interestingly, this tendency seems to hold with regard to the constraints on 
the deletion of coreferential arguments in complementation as well. In this case, 
too, non-canonically marked A/S are more likely to control such constraints 
than to become a target. See the discussion in §3.2.2. See also a relevant discus- 
sion in Hermon (this volume). 


3.3 Summary 


Every language has its own syntactic profile, and accordingly, must employ a 
different set of criteria to determine the syntactic status of non-canonically 
marked arguments. The criteria discussed above are the most common and 
important ones. 

Each of these syntactic criteria defines different things: 


1. Imperatives test A/S status of non-canonically marked arguments. 

2. Constraints on the coreferentiality of core arguments in complementation 
mainly define A/S. 

3. Valency derivations define A, O and S separately. 
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4. Antecedent control over reflexive pronouns seems to be relevant to the hier- 
archy of grammatical relations. In some languages only canonically marked 
or underived A/S control reflexivisation. In others (some) non-canonically 
marked or derived A/S, in addition to the canonically marked or underived 
ones, may control it. In yet others O, in addition to A/S, may control it. Ac- 
cordingly, it may be used to identify A/S, or A/S and O. 

5. Relativisation seems to be relevant to the hierarchy of grammatical relations, 
too, but in a different way from (4). It may define A/S, O/S, O, or A/O/S. 

6. There is a wide range of clause linking processes. Many of them centre 
around A/S, but there are other types which can be used to define O/S. 


In general, criteria (1)—(4) relate to intra-clausal syntax, and follow accusa- 
tive or active/inactive patterns reflecting semantic parameters such as ‘control’ 
and ‘agency’. They centre around canonically marked A/O/S but may extend 
such properties to include some, or many, non-canonically marked A/O/S, de- 
pending on language types. Some of them—e.g. criterion (4)—seem to be more 
sensitive to topicality at a clausal level, and as such tend to be more lenient to 
non-canonically marked A/O/S (see the discussion below). Criteria (5)—(6), on 
the other hand, relate to inter-clausal syntax, and follow either accusative, 
ergative, or mixed patterns, reflecting discourse parameters such as topic conti- 
nuity. They tend to apply more broadly, usually include both canonically and 
non-canonically marked A/O/S at least as controllers of some of the clause 
linking devices. 

The criteria to determine A, O and S status of non-canonically marked argu- 
ments, and a possible hierarchy among these criteria, can be summarised in the 
following way: 


1. Syntactic criteria such as imperatives which allow only 2nd person A/S to 
occur, strictly syntactic derivations such as passives and causatives, and the 
target of coreferential deletion of A/S in tightly knit complement clauses 
(with main verbs requiring canonically marked A/S), all seem more likely 
to be restricted to canonically marked A/S than other criteria such as impera- 
tives which allow A/S in any person to occur, reflexivisation, control over 
coreferential deletion, and pivot constraints. It is presumably because the 
former are more sensitive to the Controller/Agent status of A/S. 

2. The scope of imperatives (which allow A/S in any person to occur) and 
reflexivisation differs a great deal from language to language. 

3. In general, non-canonically marked A/S are more likely to function as con- 
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trollers over coreferential deletion in complementation and pivot constraints 
than to become targets of such constraints. 

4. Control over pivot constraints and coreferential deletion seem to apply most 
broadly, even to those non-canonically marked arguments which can only 
marginally be regarded as A/S. 

5. The O status of non-canonically marked arguments is sometimes difficult to 
determine. If the language is of Absolutive-Ergative type, we might first 
determine the status of the other core argument (if it is marked by Ergative 
then it is likely to be A, so this argument is likely to be O). Syntactic pro- 
cesses such as passivisation (and antipassivisation) and pivot constraints on 
relativisation or clause linking may be useful criteria if the language has 
them. Some other language-specific criteria which are sensitive to the core 
status of NPs can be used as well. These include reflexivisation in Icelandic 
(cf. §3.2.4) and quantifier floating in Italian (Perlmutter 1979) and Japanese 
(Shibatani 1991 and Jacobsen 1992). 

6. The syntactic behaviour of non-canonically marked arguments might not be 
uniform with regard to different types of predicates. For example, in 
Imbabura Quechua (Hermon this volume), the A/S of desiderative verbs 
derived by -naya show more coding and syntactic properties than those 
of ‘lexical’ predicates which express physiological experiences. According 
to Cole and Jake (1978) and Hermon (this volume), this asymmetry indicates 
that the former are further in advance in the historical process whereby non- 
canonically marked arguments are acquiring canonical subjecthood. This 
example shows how important it is to categorise predicates with non-canon- 
ically marked arguments according to certain semantico-syntactic criteria 
(cf. §4), and to carefully check the behaviour of each class of predicates in 
terms of the syntactic properties discussed above. 


4. Semantico-syntactic types of predicates which require 
non-canonically marked A/O/S 

4.1 Overview 

In this section, we will look at the major semantico-syntactic types of predicates 


which require non-canonically marked A/O/S. We will refer to the languages 
discussed in this volume wherever appropriate, but we will also draw examples 
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from other languages in the world. Our examples in this section are mostly 
taken from languages which indicate cases on NPs by affixes, clitics or inflec- 
tions, often accompanied by a verbal agreement marking A/S. Non-canonically 
marked A/S in these languages are typically marked by cases such as Accusa- 
tive, Dative and Genitive, and non-canonically marked O by Nominative, 
Dative and Genitive. Non-canonically marked A/S generally do not trigger 
verbal agreement—instead, the verb takes a neutral inflection, usually 3sG. 

Certain types of predicate which take non-canonically marked arguments 
recur in different languages in the world. We categorise the major types of 
predicates according to the following criteria: 


1. Overall semantico-syntactic type of the predicate. 
2. Semantic roles of the non-canonically marked arguments. 
3. Number of valencies. 


We find that those predicates often have counterparts which require canoni- 
cally marked arguments with some systematic meaning difference. Such ‘fluid 
systems’ are discussed separately in §4.3. 

In general, we follow Dixon’s (1991: 88ff.) three-way categorisation of 
verbal predicates: Primary-A, Primary-B and Secondary. They are defined as 
follows: 


a. Primary verbs are those which directly refer to some activity or state, and 
‘can make up a sentence by themselves with appropriate NPs filling the 
various semantic roles.’ They are further divided into two types—Primary- 
A which never take complement clauses (e.g. ‘run’, ‘hit’, ‘eat’ and “give’) 
and Primary-B which may allow a complement clause to fill a core func- 
tional slot (e.g. ‘think’, ‘see’, ‘like’ and ‘surprise’ ). 

b. Secondary verbs, on the other hand, provide ‘semantic modification of 
some other verb, with which they are in syntactic or morphological con- 
struction’. Secondary concepts may be realised as lexical verbs (e.g. try and 
begin in English), as modals (e.g. may and be going to in English), as ele- 
ments of serial verb or converb constructions (e.g. V-hazimeru “begin ~ing’ 
and V-te iru ‘keep ~ing, be in the state of ~’ in Japanese) or as derivational 
affixes (e.g. desiderative suffix -naya ‘want’ in Imbabura Quechua and 
potential suffix -(r)eru ‘can’ in Japanese). 


Mainly according to criterion (1), predicates which take non-canonically 
marked A/S can be categorised into five major semantico-syntactic classes, 
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listed below. Note that those which are transitive may take non-canonically 
marked O instead of, or in combination with, non-canonically marked A. Verbs 
in Class II are most likely to behave in this way. 


Class I: One- or two-place (Primary-A) verbs with affected S (or A), e.g. ‘be 
chilled’, ‘have a headache’, ‘be sad’, ‘be surprised’. 

Class II: Two-place (Primary-A/B) verbs with less agentive A (or S)/ less 
affected O (or E), e.g. ‘see’, ‘know’, ‘like’, ‘look for’, ‘follow’, 
‘help’, ‘speak to’, ‘resemble’. 

Class III: Two-place Secondary verbs with modal meanings, e.g. ‘want’, 
‘need’, ‘can’, ‘try’, ‘seem’. 

Class IV: Intransitive/transitive verbs expressing ‘happenings’. (Usually 
have canonically marked counterparts with agentive meanings.) 

Class V: Verbs of possession, existence and lacking. 


The major question we ask with regard to these predicate types is: is there 
any cross-linguistic hierarchy among these predicates such that we can predict 
that if one class takes non-canonically marked core arguments, then so will the 
classes above it on the hierarchy? 

In the following sections (§4.2.1—§4.2.5), the classes of predicates listed here 
are discussed one at a time. 


4.2 Predicate types 


4.2.1 Class I: one or two-place (primary-A) verbs with affected AIS 
The predicates of this class express: 


(Ia) physiological states/events; and 
(Ib) inner feelings/psychological experiences. 


Syntactically they require at least one non-canonically marked NP which 
refers to the Patient/Experiencer. Some predicates also require an obligatory NP 
referring to a sensation, body part or natural force. If such an NP is unmarked, 
it could be regarded either as E or as a part of the whole intransitive verbal 
predicate. It often shows some S properties in which case its grammatical status 
is controversial. In some languages it is marked by Accusative (e.g. Tamil, see 
(23)), in which case it may show some O properties. 

We classify those predicates into two subtypes because: (1) in some lan- 
guages (such as Icelandic and Garifuna, see below) they may occur in different 
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case frames; and (2) in some languages only Class Ia predicates require non- 
canonically marked S (e.g. Tariana). The majority of languages, however, treat 
them in the same way without such morpho-syntactic distinction. 

The first subtype (Class Ia) consists of predicates which refer to physiological 
states or events such as ‘be/become chilled’, “be/become hungry’, “be/become 
sick’, ‘sweat’, ‘tremble’ and ‘have a headache’. The non-canonically marked 
argument refers to the Patient who is physically affected by the state or event 
described by the predicate. 

The second subtype (Class Ib) consists of predicates which refer to inner 
feelings or psychological experiences such as ‘be/become sad’, “be/become 
angry’, ‘be/become ashamed’ and “be/become surprised’. 


Kannada (Sridhar 1979: 101): 

(22) Maguvige bayarike agide. 
child+DaT thirst — has.happened 
‘The child is thirsty.’ 


Tamil (Asher 1985: 105) 

(23) Ennaku taley-e __ vali-kk-utu. 
I+DAT head-acc hurt-pres+3SN 
‘I have a headache.’ 





Punjabi (Bhatia 1993: 170-1): 
(24) a. Saa nüü gussaa_ aaiaa. 
we+OBL DAT anger+M come+PAST+M 
“We became angry.’ 
b. Asi gussaa kiitaa. 
we+NOM anger+M do+PAST+M 
“We became angry (deliberately). 


The majority of the predicates of this class do not usually show fluidity in a 
systematic way, but we also commonly find a small number of predicates (espe- 
cially of Class Ib) having counterparts with a canonically marked A/S in a lan- 
guage. The A/S arguments of the canonically marked versions (such as asii 
‘we’ in (24b)) typically refer to participants who exert a certain degree of con- 
trol over the events. Amele has a few lexical pairs of this kind which express 
psychological and physiological experiences (Roberts this volume). In 
Imbabura Quechua and Bengali a causative morpheme is employed to derive 
a small number of predicates with canonically marked A/S which express phys- 
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iological events with controlling semantics (cf. §3.2.3 and §4.3.1). For example, 


Bengali (Onishi this volume): 
(25) a. Ama-r  ThaNDa leg-ech-e. 
1SG-GEN coldness be.attached-PERF-PRES+3 ORD 
‘I have caught a cold.’ 


b. Baire gi-e ami ThaNDa 
outside go-CP 1SG+NOM coldness 
lag-i-ech-i. 


be.attached-C AUS-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I went outside and (as a result of this foolish act) have caught a cold.’ 


As mentioned above, languages sometimes distinguish between Class Ia and 
Ib by assigning different cases to their S arguments. For example, in Garifuna 
(Munro 1992), six predicates of Class Ia require a Dative or Instrumental S, 
while two predicates of Class Ib require a Benefactive one. In Icelandic 
(Andrews this volume), some predicates of Class Ia require an Accusative S 
argument, while those of Class Ib tend to take Dative S. Thus, in the following 
examples, (26b) expresses a psychological experience rather than a physiologic- 
al state, which is expressed by (26a). These predicates have no counterpart with 
a Nominative S. 


Icelandic (Andrews 1982: 461-2) 
(26) a. Mig kelur. 
1SG+ACC is.freezing 
‘I am freezing/getting frost-bitten,’ 
b. Mer kolnar. 
1SG+DAT is.getting.cold 
‘Tam getting cold.’ 


Presumably Accusative case in (26a) is associated with the Patient status of the 
argument (which undergoes direct impact on the body), while Dative case in 
(26b) is associated with the Experiencer status of the argument (which per- 
ceives psychological experience). According to Andrews (1982: 463): “Accusa- 
tives seem to appear with essentially physiological states (including intense 
desires and dreams), while the datives tend to be associated with psychological 
states .. . kala in (49e) [corresponding to (26a)— M.O.] suggests physical dam- 
age or difficulty, such as frostbite, whereas kolna in (50k) [corresponding to 
(26b)—M.0.] speaks merely of being cold.” See the discussion on the contrast 
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between Dative and Accusative associated with the predicates of Class IV 
in §4.2.4. 


4.2.2 Class II: two-place (primary-A/B) verbs with less agentive A (or S) and 
less affected O (or E) 

This class includes a variety of predicates which we tentatively classify into 
eight subtypes: 


(IIa) verbs of perception, e.g. ‘see’, ‘hear’, ‘touch’. 

(IIb) verbs of cognition, e.g. ‘know’, ‘remember’, ‘think’. 

(IIc) verbs of liking, e.g. ‘like’, ‘hate’, ‘pity’, ‘miss’. 

(IId) verbs of searching/finding, e.g. ‘look for’, ‘find’. 

(IIe) verbs of following/meeting, e.g. ‘follow’, ‘meet (with)’, ‘wait for’. 
(IIf) verbs of interacting, e.g. ‘help’, ‘obey’, ‘win’. 

(Ig) verbs of addressing, e.g. “speak to’, ‘call’, “shout to’. 

(Ih) verbs of resembling, e.g. ‘resemble’, ‘match’, ‘suit’. 


Either or both of the arguments of these verbs may bear non-canonical marking. 
Their transitivity status is often controversial. They denote activities, events or 
states which differ from the activities described by prototypical transitive verbs 
with canonically-marked arguments (such as ‘break’ and ‘kill’) in a number of 
ways. 

For example, the predicates of Class Ha—IIc describe perceptions, cognitive 
events/states and emotional events/states, respectively. The referents of A/S 
arguments may initiate or control such processes or events to some extent, but 
on the whole they remain, or are seen, as passive perceivers or experiencers; 
the referents of O/E arguments, on the other hand, are either the source or stim- 
ulus of such processes/events/states, not being affected by themselves. As such, 
it is quite natural that the predicates of these subclasses may require a non- 
canonically marked A/S, or a non-canonically marked O/E, or both at the same 
time. Non-canonical marking on A/S would presumably reflect the less 
‘agentive’ or ‘controlling’ role of such an NP, while non-canonical marking on 
O/E would reflect its less ‘affected’ role. 

In many Indic and Dravidian languages, the Perceiver of an attention verb 
such as ‘see’ and ‘hear’ is typically marked by an oblique case (such as Dative 
and Genitive), while the Object of perception is either in unmarked Nominative 
(as in (27a)) or Accusative. If the latter is unmarked, then the predicate usually 
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shows cross-referencing agreement with it. These languages often have canon- 
ically marked counterparts which describe controlled perception. 


Punjabi (Bhatia 1993: 170-1): 
(27) a. Tuàà nüü shor sunaaii dittaa. 
you+O0BL DAT noise+M hear give+PAST+M 
“You heard the noise.’ 
b. Tusi shor suNiaa. 
you+NOM noise+M listen+PAST+M 
‘You listened to the noise. 


There are also languages which mark the Object of perception in oblique case. 
In Polish, for example, the object of the verb ‘look at attentively/observe’ is 
marked by Dative (Rudzka-Ostyn 1996: 358). In Samoan, the verb ‘see’, as 
well as other verbs which belong to Class IIb, Ic and IIg (cf. §3.2.5) requires 
an Absolutive S and a Locative—Directional case-marked E, in contrast with 
canonical transitive verbs which require an Ergative A and an Absolutive O. 

The sentence in (28a) is an example of a cognition verb, and (29) and (30) 
include verbs of the liking type, which require a non-canonically marked A/S. 
Note that in all these examples the verbs cross-reference the unmarked (Nom- 
inative) NPs which denote Objects of cognition and liking. Example (28b) has 
a cognition verb with a canonically marked A or S (with an Object NP option- 
ally marked by Accusative) with a controlling semantics. 


Kannada (Sridhar 1979: 102): 
(28) a. Avaniget — suddi tiLiyitu. 
he+DAT this news became.known+NEUTER 
‘He came to know this news.’ 
b. Avanu i — suddi(-yannu) tiLidukoNDanu. 
he+NoM this news(-Acc) knew+REFL+MASC 
‘He learnt this news.’ 


Italian (Perlmutter 1979: 277): 

(29) Gli piacciono le sinfonie di Beethoven. 
he+DAT like+3PL the symphonies of Beethoven 
‘He likes Beethoven’s symphonies. ° 


Garifuna (Munro 1992): 

(30) Gudeme-ti-bu n-un. 
pity-LINKER-2SG.O 1SG-DAT 
‘I pity you.’ 
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In Finnish, most verbs of Class IIc, as well as some of the verbs of Class IIb, IHd 
and Ile, obligatorily mark the O NPs by Partitive case, signalling the less ‘af- 
fected’ status of these arguments. 

In many languages we find verbs of Class Id—IIg requiring an O/E NP 
marked by Oblique case, typically by Dative. These verbs again denote activi- 
ties/events which differ from typical transitive actions. They describe complex 
events or activities in which both the referents of A/S and O/E argument are 
involved.” O/E arguments of these verbs are atypical in that they are potential 
agents or controllers of events which are part of the complex events described 
by the verbs; they are not passively affected participants (cf. Blume 1998). 

In general, non-canonically marked NPs required by these verbs exhibit very 
few, if any, O properties, and thus such verbs tend not to qualify as transitive 
verbs. In Japanese, for example, verbs which belong to Class Ie—IIg take an NP 
marked by Dative or Comitative (see examples in Shibatani this volume). Euro- 
pean languages such as German (Blume 1998), Spanish (Delbecque and 
Lamiroy 1996) and Polish (Rudzka-Ostyn 1996) abound in such verbs. Polyne- 
sian languages such as Tongan and Samoan also have similar ‘semi-transitive’ 
verbs with Dative or Locative—Directional arguments (Chung 1978, Mosel and 
Hovdhaugen 1992).” 

In a number of Australian languages with ergative morphology, verbs of 
these classes may take non-canonically (typically Dative) marked Object NPs, 
some of which show O properties. In Djaru (Tsunoda 1981b), for example, 
some of the verbs of Class IId and Ile require an Ergative NP and a Dative NP. 
In Warlpiri (Hale 1982), some verbs of Class Id have the Ergative(A)- 
Dative(O) case frame (as in (31)), while some of Class IIc, Ile and Ig verbs 
require an Absolutive S and a Dative E (as in (32)).”* The verbs of Class Ila and 
IIb take canonically marked A (Ergative) and O (Absolutive). 


(31) Karnta-ngku ka-jana kurdukurdu-ku warri-rni. 
woman-ERG PRES-3PL.0 children-DAT seek-NONPAST 
‘The woman is looking for the children.’ 

(32) Kurdu ka-rla ngarrka-ku parda-rni. 
child+ABS PRES-3+DAT man-DAT wait-NONPAST 
‘The child is waiting for the man.’ 


Finally, verbs of Class Ith describe the relationship of the state or property 
of one participant with that of the other. They are inherently stative. In many 
languages they are intransitive, marking either the Subject or the Object of 
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comparison by an oblique case such as Dative. An Icelandic example of Class 
Ith verb, which takes a Dative S, is given below (Andrews 1982: 463): 


(32) Honum svipar til franda sins. 
him.DAT resembles to cousin self’s (his) 
‘He resembles his cousin.’ 


4.2.3 Class III: two-place secondary verbs with modal meanings 
The verbs of this class always require a clausal complement. They include the 
following subtypes: 


(IIIa) verbs of wanting, e.g. ‘want’, ‘expect’. 

(IIIb) verbs of necessity/obligation, e.g. ‘need’, ‘should’, ‘must’. 

(IIIc) verbs of capability/possibility, e.g. ‘can’, ‘may’, ‘be easy/difficult’. 
(d) verbs of trying/success/failure, e.g. ‘try’, “be successful’, ‘fail’. 
dle) verbs expressing evidential meanings, e.g. ‘seem’, “be clear’. 


These meanings may be expressed by lexical verbs, modal verbs, derivational 
suffixes/constructions, etc. When they are expressed by lexical verbs, it is often 
difficult to determine their transitivity status. 

Wanting iscommonly expressed by predicate(s) with non-canonically marked 
arguments. Sometimes the concept of ‘wanting’ is expressed by a derivational 
morpheme in combination with other verbs, and the whole desiderative verb 
thus derived may require a non-canonically marked A (or S). We often find two 
or more constructions depending on whether the O argument is an NP, a com- 
plement clause whose A/S argument is coreferential with the A argument of the 
main clause, or a complement clause with non-coreferential A/S. 

Imbabura Quechua has a lexeme muna ‘want’ which requires a canonically 
marked (Accusative) O, and an A which can be either unmarked (Nominative) 
or marked non-canonically (in Accusative) (Hermon this volume): 


(33) a. Nuka(-ta)-ka mishqui-ta muna-rka. 
1SG(-ACC)-TOP candy-ACc want-3+PAST 
‘I wanted candy.’ (with an O NP) 


This verb may take an O complement clause in subjunctive mood with an A/S 
either coreferential or non-coreferential with the one in the main clause. The 
preferred case for the A/S of the main clause is unmarked Nominative (Cole 
and Jake 1978): 
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(33) b. Nuka muna-ni [pai nuka-ta ricu-chun]. 
1SG+NOM want-1SG 3SG+NOM 1SG-ACC see-SUBJUNCTIVE 
‘I want her to see me.’ (with an O complement clause with a non- 
coreferential A) 


Imbabura Quechua also has a derivational suffix -naya; in this case the A/S of 
the original verb must be coreferential with the A/S of the derived verb. The 
derived desiderative verb obligatorily requires an Accusative A/S (Hermon this 
volume): 


(33) c. Nuka-ta-ka — punu-naya-rka. 
1SG-ACC-TOP sleep-DESID-3+PAST 
‘I want to sleep.’ (with an O complement clause with a coreferential S) 


Necessities and obligations (of doing something) may be expressed by 
modals or by biclausal constructions. They usually require complements with 
a coreferential A/S. 


Hindi-Urdu (Masica 1991: 348): 
(34) Mujhe  jaanaa he. 

1SG+OBJ gO+VN COP+PRES+3 

‘T have to go.’ 





Finnish (Sands and Campbell this volume) has an impressive array of biclausal 
constructions with Genitive A/S expressing necessities and obligations. 

The predicates of Class IIIc include those expressing capability and possibil- 
ity, ‘being easy’ and ‘being difficult’. They may require complements with a 
coreferential A/S. For example, Japanese has two morphemes which express 
capabilities/possibilities. The verb dekiru ‘can’ takes a Nominative/Dative S 
and a Nominative E or a complement clause with a coreferential A/S (cf. 
(35a, b)). The morpheme -(r)eru derives potential verbs which require a non- 
canonically marked S (cf. (36a, b)). 


(35) a. Kare(ni) wa sore ga deki-nai. 
he DAT TOP that NOM can-not 
‘He can’t do that.’ 
b. Kare (ni) wa [soreo suru koto) ga _ deki-nai. 
he DAT TOP that acc do COMPL NOM can-not 
“He can’t do that.’ (Lit. ‘It is not possible for him to do that.’) 
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(36) a. Karewa sakeo nomu. 
he TOP wine ACC drink+NONPAST 
‘He drinks Japanese wine.’ 
b. Kare (ni) wa sake ga nom-e nai. 
He DAT TOP wine NOM drink-PoT not 
‘He can’t drink Japanese wine.’ 


In some languages potential meaning may come up with verbs with middle or 
reflexive inflections. See Russian example (4b). 

Trying/success/failure may also be expressed by verbs or modals. Italian has 
the verb riuscie ‘succeed, manage’ which can take a Dative argument with a 
gerund introduced by the postposition di ‘of’ (Perlmutter 1979: 279): 


(37) Mi riuscira di far-lo. 
me+DAT succeed+3SG+FUT of do-it 
‘I will succeed in doing it.’ 


Italian also has verbs sembrare ‘seem’, parere ‘appear’, chiaro ‘be clear’ and 
evidente ‘be evident’ which require a Dative argument and a complement 
clause, e.g. 


(38) Mi sembrava talmente strano danon crederci. 
me+DAT seem+PAST so strange to NEG believe+INF 
‘It seemed so strange to me that I didn’t believe it.’ 


These Dative arguments are regarded as S mainly because they function as 
controllers for a few clause-linking devices such as gerund construction and 
participial absolute. 


4.2.4 Class IV: predicates expressing happenings 

The predicates of this class describe ‘happenings’. There are usually alternative 
predicates or constructions with a canonically marked A/S. The former express 
uncontrolled non-volitional events while the latter express fully controlled (usu- 
ally volitional) activities. 


Bengali (Klaiman 1980b) 
(39) a. Ami ənek labh kor-ech-i. 
1SG+NOM much profit do-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I have made a lot of profit.’ 
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b. Amar anek labh ho-ech-e. 
1SG+GEN much profit become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I have profited a lot.’ 





Icelandic again shows an interesting pattern.” First of all, it can have Dative 
arguments with inanimate referents associated with predicates denoting uncon- 
trollable events or states: 


(40) Eldingu slo niduri husið. 
lightning+DAT struck down into the.house 
‘Lightning struck the house.’ 


Secondly, if the event described by the verb affects the referent of the argument 
gradually, over a period of time, then the argument is marked by Accusative as 
in (41b). In (41a), on the other hand, the argument marked by Dative undergoes 
a sudden momentary movement. 


(41) a. Batnum hvolfdi. 
boat.the+DAT capsized 
‘The boat capsized.’ 
b. Batinn rak a land. 
boat.the+acc drifted to land 
“The boat drifted to land’ 








These constructions may have transitive (causative) counterparts where A is 
marked by Nominative and the non-canonically marked argument corresponds 
to O marked by Dative or Accusative; (42a) and (42b) correspond to (41a) and 
(41b), respectively: 


(42) a. Eg hvolfdi batnum. 
I+NOM turned.upside.down boat.the+DAT 
‘I turned the boat upside down.’ 
b. Stormurinn rak  batinn a land. 
storm.the+NOmM drove boat.the+Acc to land 
‘I drove the boat to land.’ 








4.2.5 Class V: verbs of possession, existence, and lacking 

The predicates of this class express possession, (non-)existence and lacking, 
and being (in-)sufficient. Possession is commonly expressed by an existential 
copula. The predicates of this type require a Possessor marked by an oblique 
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case, and a Possessed which is always in unmarked or Nominative case. Both 
the Possessor and the Possessed may show some A/S properties. For example, 
the Possessor often controls pivot constraints, reflexivisation, etc., while the 
Possessed shows coding properties and some other syntactic properties of sub- 
jects. Thus in some languages it is difficult to decide whether the predicates of 
this type should be regarded as intransitive (with a non-canonically marked S 
and a Nominative E, or perhaps with an E and a Nominative S) or transitive 
(with a Nominative O). 


Malayalam (Mohanan and Mohanan 1990: 45): 

(43) KuTTik’k’a d'aaraaLam paNam uNTa. 
child+DAT plenty money+NoM have+PRES 
‘The child has a plenty of money.’ 


Icelandic has the predicate ‘lack’ with an Accusative A (Andrews 1982: 462): 


(44) Drengina vantar mat. 
the.boyst+acc lacks food+acc 
“The boys lacks food,’ 


In Russian, existence is expressed by a canonically marked case frame and 
non-existence by a non-canonically marked frame—which could be seen as a 
variation of canonical case marking pattern of Finnish type discussed in §2.2.1. 
The following examples (Aikhenvald, p.c.) illustrate this: 


(45) a. Den‘gi byl-i. 
money+PL be.PAST-PL 
‘There was money.’ 
b. Deneg ne byl-o. 
money+GEN+PL NEG be.PAST-NEUTER 
“There was no money.’ 





4.3 Fluid systems 


In some languages non-canonically marked arguments are often associated with 
verbs marked with transitivity-reducing morphemes such as reflexive/middle 
(Russian, cf. (4b), and Icelandic, cf. Andrews 1982: 456-60), or syntactic deri- 
vations such as “deagentivisations’ (cf. §3.2.3). In some languages predicates 
show systematic voice alternations between active (with a canonically marked 
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A/S) and middle/passive (with a non-canonically marked A/S) (e.g. Sinhala, see 
Wijayawardhana et al. 1995). Languages which have complex verb construc- 
tions may show oppositions between a controlling predicate such as ‘do’ (with 
acanonically marked A/S) and a non-controlling predicate such as ‘be/become’ 
(with a non-canonically marked A/S) (e.g. Hindi-Urdu and Bengali, cf. (39a, b), 
repeated in §4.3.1). In yet other languages (e.g. Djaru and Warlpiri) there are 
a small number of predicates which enter into canonically marked and non- 
canonically marked case frames (with regard to A or O argument) with different 
modal meanings (cf. (48a, b) in §4.3.3). We often find two or more means of 
indicating such contrasts within a language (including some lexical pairs).”° 

Canonically and non-canonically marked versions usually do not differ in 
terms of the number of valencies, but they definitely differ in that non-canoni- 
cally marked A/O/S show less (coding and syntactic) properties than do canoni- 
cally marked A/O/S. There are also significant semantic differences in one or 
more of the following three areas. The meanings expressed by non-canonically 
marked versions correspond to those expressed by some of the predicates dis- 
cussed in §4.2. 





Table 1. 
Semantic parameters Canonical Non-canonical Corresponding 
predicate types 
(1) control/ controlled/ less or no control/ IV 
volitionality volitional non-volitional 
(ii) stativity active stative LV 
(iii) modality realis irrealis 
neutral desiderative Ma 
neutral nessessive Mb 
neutral potential/abilitative Ic 
neutral attemptive Hd 


In this section we will briefly survey the semantic oppositions observed in 
different types of fluid systems across languages. We will not attempt to draw 
any definitive conclusions from the following discussion—we need more data 
on such systems to make any significant generalisations. This section is meant 
to be a sketch of the phenomena which require detailed future study. 


4.3.1 Control/volitionality 
If a language has an extensive system of opposition between constructions with 
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a canonically marked A/S and those with a non-canonically marked A/S, then 
‘control’ is usually the main semantic factor distinguishing them. Canonically 
marked versions describe events which are controlled by the referents of A/S 
arguments (i.e. they are responsible for the occurrence or the result of the events 
in some way), while the non-canonically marked versions describe events 
which take place spontaneously or are less controlled. Class IV predicates 
which describe ‘happenings’ typically have canonically marked counterparts 
expressing ‘controlled events’ in such a system. To illustrate, Bengali examples 
(39a) and (39b) are repeated here: 


(46) a. Ami ənek labh kor-ech-i. 
1SG+NOM much profit do-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I have made a lot of profit. 
b. Amar anek labh ho-ech-e. 
1SG+GEN much profit become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I have profited a lot, 





The complex predicate with kər- ‘do’ (with a Nominative S) in (46a) denotes 
a controlled action, while the one with hs- ‘become’ (with a Genitive S) in 
(46b) represents an uncontrollable event. To express this kind of semantic con- 
trast, Bengali employs various other strategies—use of complex predicates with 
other ‘simple verbs’ such as ‘get’, ‘come’, “be/exist’ ; deagentive derivations (cf. 
§3.2.3); attachment of the causative morpheme (see (47b)); and lexical 
oppositions. 

Volitionality is another parameter which is often used to explain the semantic 
difference between two constructions of the type mentioned above (cf. Klaiman 
1981, 1986). Volitionality and control are similar parameters, and in most cases 
they go together. However, as pointed out by Masica (1991: 350), while non- 
controlled actions/events/states are always non-volitional, controlled ones are 
not necessarily volitional.” This becomes apparent when a language extends 
the opposition based on control/volitionality parameter to the types of predi- 
cates (especially Class Ia) which express inherently nonvolitional events or 
states. Again Bengali examples (25a, b) are repeated here to illustrate this point: 


(47) a. Ama-r  ThaNDa leg-ech-e. 
1SG-GEN coldness be.attached-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I have caught a cold.’ 
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b. Baire gi-e ami ThaNDa 
outside go-CP 1SG+NOM coldness 
lag-i-ech-i. 


be.attached-C AUS-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I went outside and (as a result of this foolish act) have caught a cold.’ 


Neither canonical (47b) nor non-canonical version (47a) signifies a volitional 
activity. The semantic difference between these two versions pertains to the 
degree of control the Affected person might have over the event. 

The pragmatic effects of the contrast based on control/volitionality are that 
non-canonically marked versions with non-controlling semantics sound less 
direct, more formal and politer than canonically marked ones with controlling 
semantics. Languages often exploit such effects and use the non-canonically 
marked versions in a formal, literary or scientific style. 


4.3.2 Stativity 

There is often an aspectual contrast between canonically and non-canonically 
marked constructions—most commonly, canonical marking indicates an active 
meaning and non-canonical marking a stative meaning. 

This active-stative opposition may show up quite systematically in a lan- 
guage. Bengali has two types of ‘deagentive’ derivations requiring Genitive 
S/A. The first type, ho- ‘become’ deagentivisation, expresses ‘non-control’, 
while the second type, ach- “be/exist’ deagentivisation, expresses resultative 
‘state’. Some transitive achievement verbs in Bengali can enter either type of 
derivation; in such a case they make a three-way distinction based on con- 
trol/non-control and active/stative parameters (Onishi this volume). 

If a language has pairs which express psychological or physiological states/ 
experiences, then the contrast between canonically marked and non-canonically 
marked predicates may be based on active/stative parameter, in addition to 
control/noncontrol parameter. Such seems to be the case with Amele and 
Imbabura Quechua. Amele has a few lexical pairs of impersonal verbs and ac- 
tive verbs which include: ‘be sleepy’ vs ‘sleep’ (Class Ia) and ‘be afraid’ vs 
‘fear’ (Class Ib). In Imbabura Quechua, the desiderative verb derived from ‘eat’ 
expresses an uncontrollable state (‘be hungry’) with an Accusative S, while the 
one with a Nominative S (the verb being marked by a causative morpheme) 
expresses a controllable desire to perform an action (‘desire to eat’). 

Another striking example of this contrast is verb-adjective pairs expressing 
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emotions in Japanese (Shibatani this volume). Verbs in such pairs occur 
in Nominative-Accusative frame, while the corresponding adjectives in 
Dative/Nominative-Nominative frame. They seem to show the same type of 
contrast based on both control/noncontrol and active/stative parameters— con- 
trollable emotions are expressed by verbs (e.g. ‘hate’, ‘enjoy’, ‘like’), while less 
controllable emotional states are expressed by corresponding adjectives (e.g. 
‘be hateful’, “be happy’, ‘be fond (of)’). 


4.3.3 Modality (irrealis) 
Modal meanings represented by Class III predicates have one common compo- 
nent; they all express ‘irrealis’ modality. 

These predicates—especially those of the first three subclasses—are very 
often expressed by derivational processes. In §4.2.3 we have already discussed 
in some detail the first three types of derivations—desiderative (IIIa), necessive 
(IIIb) and potential/abilitative (IIc). 

We are not aware of any derivational processes which express ‘attemptive’ 
meaning represented by the predicate ‘try’. We find, however, some predicates 
in Australian languages such as Warlpiri and Djaru which express such mean- 
ing when they occur in non-canonically marked frames. In Djaru (Tsunoda 
1981: 149), at least four perception verbs can occur in both canonically marked 
(Ergative—Absolutive) and non-canonically marked (Ergative—Dative) case 
frames. The non-canonically marked versions indicate that the aimed percep- 
tions have been attempted but not yet been realised. They are: njang- ‘see’ vs 
‘search’; buRa njang- ‘hear’ vs ‘try to listen to’; wara gang- ‘watch’ vs ‘watch 
out for’; and bad(-bad) man- ‘touch’ vs ‘try to touch’, e.g.: 


(48) a. Mawun-du (nga) njang-an djadji. 
man-ERG CATALYST see-PRES kangaroo+ABS 
‘A man sees a kangaroo.’ 
b. Mawun-du nga-la njang-an djadji-wu. 
man-ERG CATALYST-3SG+DAT See-PRES kangaroo-DAT 
‘A man looks for a kangaroo.’ 


Warlpiri also has a small number of verbs denoting perception and goal-ori- 
ented action which show a similar semantic and case frame contrast. They in- 
clude (Hale 1982: 249-50): nya-nyi ‘ERG see ABS’ vs ‘ERG look about in search 
of DAT’; karla-mi ‘ERG dig up ABS (as yams)’ vs ‘ERG dig in search of DAT 
(e.g. yams)’; uwa-rni ‘shoot’ vs ‘shoot at’; and paka-rni ‘strike’ vs ‘strike at’. 
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To conclude this section, we will give an example of another type of 
modality which occasionally comes up in the lexical pairs denoting emotions 
vs emotive actions. 


Kalam (Papuan, Pawley 1975, cited by Foley 1986) 
(49) a. Swk yp ow-p. 
laughing 1SG+ACC come-PERF+3SG 
‘I feel like laughing.’ 
b. Yad swk a(g)-jp-yn. 
1SG+NOM laughing do-PROG-1SG 
‘I am laughing.’ 


In the above examples, the canonically marked version (49b) describes a poten- 
tially controllable emotive activity or event, while the non-canonically marked 
version (49a) expresses a state of feeling which might cause such activity/event. 
Here again the semantic contrast between these two versions seems to be based 
on irrealis/realis—in addition to stative/active—parameter. 


4.4 Summary 


In some languages, the majority of predicates listed in §4.2 require non-canon- 
ically marked arguments. In other languages, only one or two of them do. In 
some languages just one oblique case marking, and in others two or more dif- 
ferent oblique case markings are associated with various types of predicates. 
Some languages have only non-canonically marked A and/or S, some have non- 
canonically marked O, and others have both A/S and O. 

The predicate types found in six languages investigated in this volume are 
listed in Table 2. Five out of six languages with non-canonically marked A/S 
have Class Ia predicates—in fact, Tariana is found to have only this class of 
predicates (S,, verbs) which are associated with non-canonically marked S. The 
second commonest predicates attested in those languages are Class MI— 
particularly Ia represented by ‘want’. In fact, Imbabura Quechua and Amele 
have only Class I and IIa predicates which mark A/S non-canonically. Class 
V predicates expressing possession/lacking also occur quite commonly, attested 
in three out of six languages. Among Class II predicates, Ha—IIc with non- 
canonically marked A/S are found in two or three languages. IId—h, associated 
with non-canonically marked O in some languages, are not commonly found 
in the languages investigated in this volume (except that in Japanese those 
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predicates frequently take Dative/Comitative E). Class IV occurs only in 
Icelandic and Bengali. 

In many Indic and Dravidian languages the predicates which require non- 
canonically marked A/S cover most of our classes, and many of them have 
canonically marked counterparts as well (e.g. Bengali and Kannada). Some 
European and Slavic languages such as Icelandic and Russian also have most 
of our classes of predicates requiring non-canonically marked A/S, and some- 
times O. Cases used for marking such arguments vary, but Dative, Accusative 
and Genitive are the ones most commonly used. 

Predicates with non-canonically marked arguments in Papuan languages 
concentrate on Class I, with some languages adding Classes IIIa ‘want’ and V 
‘have’. This seems to be a widespread pattern, found in many head-marking 
type languages. Impersonal verbs, and intransitive verbs with S marked by 
O-type agreement, usually fall in these classes (e.g. Amele, Tariana). 

Class IV predicates most often occur in languages which have productive 
fluid system(s) such as Bengali and Sinhala. 

Predicates of Class IId-h frequently take Dative E in many languages (e.g. 
SAE languages such as German and Spanish, and Japanese). In some Australian 
languages, and possibly in some Polynesian languages, such Dative arguments 
show some O properties. 

It is evident that there is wide cross-linguistic variation both with regard to 
the distribution of predicates with non-canonically marked arguments and with 
regard to non-canonically marked case markings. Furthermore, in languages 
with extensive non-canonical marking, the case marking(s) and/or syntactic 
behaviour of the types of predicates may vary. Nevertheless, the tendency 
shown in Table 2 seems to hold quite well: Class Ia predicates seem to occur 
most widely, then Class Ib and IIIa, followed by Class V, Class IIIb, c, e and 
Class Ila—c—although languages may differ in selecting a particular class of 
predicates as their favourites. 

Based on the data given in Table 2 and observations on the data from differ- 
ent languages mentioned above, we will tentatively make the following 
generalisations with regard to the question asked at the beginning of this 
section: 





1. Ifalanguage has Class IV predicates requiring non-canonically marked A/S, 
then it also has Class Ia—b, Class Ila—c, Class Ila—b and Class V predicates 
requiring non-canonically marked A/S or O. 
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2. Class IIa and Class Ib predicates cooccur in a language. 

3. If a language has Class IIa/Ib predicates requiring non-canonically marked 
A/S, then it also has Class Ia predicates requiring non-canonically marked 
AIS. 


5. Conclusion 


The aim of this chapter, as stated at the beginning, is to give an overview of the 
whole phenomena and our strategies for dealing with them. The results of our 
survey in the literature and investigations in this volume are by no means con- 
clusive. Nevertheless we can reach some interesting generalisations with regard 
to the major questions concerning non-canonically marked core arguments 
across languages. 

In general, oblique case markings on core arguments reflect low transitivity 
status of the whole clause which may have its source in one or more of the 
following factors at three different levels: 


1. valency of predicates which determine the number and semantico-syntactic 
roles of core (A/O/S)/outer-core (E) NPs; 

2. referential status of NPs; 

3. overall clause types with respect to aspect, mood, polarity, genericity, etc. 


These factors are intricately related to each other. The discussion in this 
volume—and in this introductory chapter—mainly focuses on (1), because it 
is the most important factor for determining the transitivity status of the clause. 
We don’t regard variations in case-marking exclusively due to (2) and/or (3) as 
‘non-canonical’. As mentioned in §2.2.1, Sands and Campbell (this volume) 
mainly deals with (2) and (3) which determine Nominative-Partitive alterna- 
tions of S and O markings in Finnish. Shibatani (this volume) assumes a global 
approach—integrating all the three levels in his discussion. 

In the course of our discussion we posed two major questions in §3.1 and 
§4.1. They are repeated here: 


A. Is there a cross-linguistic hierarchy (A, B, C, ...) among the syntactic prop- 
erties shown by non-canonically marked arguments, such that we can pre- 
dict that if, for instance, non-canonically marked arguments show property 
C, then they will also show properties A and B? 
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. Is there any cross-linguistic hierarchy among the classes of predicates that 


take non-canonical marking of their arguments, such that we can predict 
that if one class takes non-canonically marked core arguments, then so will 
the classes above it on the hierarchy? 


With these questions in mind, we investigated the following points in our 


survey: 


1. 


What kind of coding properties do non-canonically marked arguments have 
in the given language (cf. §2)? Which coding properties go with which 
semantico-syntactic classes of predicates (cf. §4.1 and $4.2)? How large is 
each class of predicates that take non-canonical marking? If a particular 
coding property (especially case marking) is associated with a certain type 
of predicate, is there a semantic explanation for this? 


. What kind of syntactic properties do non-canonically marked arguments 


have in the given language (cf. $3)? This should be checked with each type 
of predicate listed in §4.1. and §4.2. 


. Do predicates taking non-canonically marked arguments also occur with (or 


have corresponding predicates that occur with) canonically marked argu- 
ments? If so, what is the semantic difference (cf. §4.3)? 


It is difficult to find clear answers to these questions in the literature. In this 


volume we have tried to do exactly that, and we have been able to make a num- 
ber of interesting observations with regard to the questions (A) and (B) as a 
result of such investigations. They are summarised as follows: 


A. Our generalisations with regard to the hierarchy of syntactic properties for 


determining A/S are: 

1. Control over pivot constraints in clause conjoining and control over 
coreferential deletion in complementation apply most broadly. 

2. Syntactic criteria which are sensitive to controller/agent status of A/S 
apply most narrowly. They are: (a) imperatives which allow only 2nd 
person A/S to occur; (b) passive and causative derivations; (c) target of 
coreferential deletion of A/S in tightly knit complement clauses (with 
main verbs requiring canonically marked A/S). 

3. The scope of imperatives (which allow A/S in any person to occur) and 
reflexivisation differs a great deal from language to language. 


We could not draw any significant conclusions with regard to the hierarchy 
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of criteria determining non-canonically marked O, due to scarcity of data. Our 
further observation is that the syntactic behaviour of non-canonically marked 
arguments might vary with regard to different types of predicates, and this 
asymmetry may give some clue to the historical process whereby non-canoni- 
cally marked arguments are acquiring canonical subjecthood. 


B. Our generalisations with regard to the hierarchy among the classes of predi- 
cates that take non-canonical marking of their arguments are: 


1. Ifa language has Class IV predicates requiring non-canonically marked 
A/S, then it also has Class Ia—b, Class Ila—c, Class Ia—b and Class V 
predicates requiring non-canonically marked A/S or O. 

2. Class IIa and Class Ib predicates cooccur in a language. 

3. If a language has Class Ila/Ib predicates requiring non-canonically 
marked A/S, then it also has Class Ia predicates requiring non-canoni- 
cally marked A/S. 


To make our observations more valid cross-linguistically, we obviously 
need to investigate more languages of different typological profiles (ergative 
languages and head-marking languages) and from different linguistic areas 
(Africa, Caucasia, Australia, East/Southeast Asia and North America) which are 
not covered in our survey in this volume. Besides, we are aware that due to the 
scope of the volume we were unable to fully investigate some of the points 
listed above, which include: (1) semantic and syntactic functions of different 
types of coding properties (especially different case markings) which are asso- 
ciated with A/S/O marking; and (2) semantico-syntactic and pragmatic charac- 
teristics of different types of fluidity systems. We also need to investigate the 
historical and areal sources which contributed the development of non-canoni- 
cal markings. All these topics are left for future research. 

This, then, concludes our overview. We hope that the investigations we 
made in this volume would make contributions to the future research in the 
areas just mentioned above—and, in general, to a typological study in transitiv- 
ity and related phenomena across languages. 


Notes 


1. The earlier versions of this introductory chapter have been discussed and commented on by the col- 
leagues/visiting scholars of the Centre for Linguistic Typology at the Australian National University 
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over the past four years. Many ideas in this chapter, indeed, were nurtured in the stimulating research 
environment of the Centre during this period. My sincere thanks are due to R.M.W. Dixon and A.Y. 
Aikhenvald, co-editors of this volume, who allowed me to work together, first as a colleague, and 
then as a visiting fellow, at the Centre. I also thank other colleagues of the Centre and all the contri- 
butors to this volume for their useful comments/suggestions. Needless to say, I alone am responsible 
for all the shortcomings of the chapter. The following abbreviations are used: ABS=absolutive; 
ACC=accusative; AN=Austronesian; ANAPH=anaphoric pronoun; ANTICIP=anticipatory; ART = 
article; CAUS=causative; COMPL=complementizer; CP=conjunctive participle; DAT=dative; 
DESID=desiderative; Ds =different subject; EMPH =emphatic particle; ERG=ergative; FUT =future; 
GEN=genitive; GENR=general tense—aspect-mood particle; Imp=imperative; INF=infinitive; 
LD=locative—directional; M=masculine; NEG=negative; NOM=nominative; NPAST=nonpast; 
oBJ=object; OBL=oblique; ORD=ordinary; PERF=perfect; PpL=plural; POss=possessive; POT= 
potential; PRES=present; PROG=progressive; REFL=reflexive; sG=singular; ss=same subject; 
TOP=topic; VN=verbal noun. 


. Languages which have ‘give’, ‘tell’ and ‘show’ as extended transitive verbs usually treat the two non- 


A arguments in a parallel way as indicated here, but there are exceptions. See Dixon (1994: 120). 


. Case-marking languages discussed in this volume all belong to the first (Nominative-Accusative) 


group. 


. Amele is the only exclusively head-marking language in this volume, but the majority of case-mark- 


ing languages also have a similar pattern in verbal markings. cf. §2.2.2. and §2.2.4. 


. Cole and Jake (1978) and Cole et al. (1980) deal with the diachronic development of non-canoni- 


cally marked A/S into canonically marked ones in a number of languages (cf. §3.4). Allen (1995) 
discusses the development of canonical marking on Experiencer NPs of some experiential verbs in 
Middle English. We are not aware of any discussion of development in the reverse direction. See 
a relevant discussion on this point by Haspelmath (this volume). See also Hermon (this volume) and 
Onishi (this volume). 


. We prefer (following Panini) to restrict the term ‘case’ to the marking of the syntactic function of 


a clause constituent. On this principle Genitive, which marks function within an NP, is not a case 
in its prototypical function. (However, the Greek-based tradition is to call Genitive a case and we 
would not wish to make an issue of what is essentially a terminological point.) In some languages 
(such as Bengali), Genitive has secondary use as a case, non-canonically marking A and S. 

See a relevant discussion in Haspelmath (this volume). 

One exception to this is Barai (see §2.2.4). 

See Masica (1991: 343-6) for the discussion of the agreement of Ergative arguments in Indic lan- 
guages. 

We are not concerned about languages in which word order is totally dependent on discourse factors. 
This order is reversed when A is indefinite and O definite. See Olson (1978: 140-2). 

Whether the potential verb derived from a transitive verb should be regarded as a transitive verb 
(with a Dative/Nominative A and a Nominative O) or an extended intransitive verb (with a Da- 
tive/Nominative S and a Nominative E, or with a Dative/Nominative E and a Nominative S) is 
controversial. Its intermediate status is discussed in detail by Jacobsen (1992). The Nominative 
argument shows certain S properties, but does not show any O properties (such as Accusative mark- 
ing and target of passivisation). We tentatively treat it as E. See examples (36a, b) in §4.2.3. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 
22. 


23. 


24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
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Haspelmath (this volume) gives a Lezgian example where a main predicate with a Dative subject 
allows another predicate with a Dative subject to occur in the complement clause, the latter being 
suppressed. 

We use the term ‘Objective’ for the case marking which comprises Accusative and Dative functions. 
In general, there is no Accusative-Dative differentiation in most Indic (New Indo-Aryan) languages 
such as Hindi-Urdu and Nepali (cf. Masica 1991: 239). We consistently use this term in the discus- 
sion and examples of these languages in this chapter, even if it is labelled ‘Dative’ in the original 
examples. 

At least one other criterion—reflexivisation—follows this hierarchy. Objective, Genitive and Loca- 
tive NPs, but not Instrumental NPs, control reflexivisation. See §3.2.4. 

The most important difference between deagentives and passives is that in the former the O argu- 
ment of the original transitive verb stays as is even after the derivation, rather than being promoted 
to S status. See Onishi (this volume). 

Antipassivisation demotes O out of the core and places the original A in S function. Thus, if a lan- 
guage has non-canonically marked A/O and an antipassivisation device, the grammatical status of 
those arguments can be easily tested. Unfortunately we have not yet found any clear example of this 
in the literature, so we do not pursue this derivation any further here. 

The same phenomenon is observed in many Indic languages including Hindi-Urdu and Bengali. See 
a discussion in Klaiman (1980a). See also Onishi (this volume). 

In the examples given in Sridhar (1990), the argument referring to a sensation is not marked by 
(optional) Accusative marking. It is not clear whether or not this is an error on the part of the writer. 
Note that in Kannada, as in most Indian languages, Accusative marking is usually not included on 
O NPs with inanimate referents. 

The latter is labelled ‘Dative’ and is regarded as a core argument (O) by Chung (1978). See also a 
discussion on the types of predicates listed here in §4.2.2. 

See the discussion and examples (31) and (32) in §4.2.2. 

Blume (1998) calls the verbs listed here ‘interaction verbs’ and divides them into three subclasses: 
(1) verbs of communication/social gesture (corresponding to (IIg)); (2) ‘motion verbs’ (correspond- 
ing to (Ild) and (Ile)); and (3) ‘obey’ verbs (partially corresponding to (IIf)). Blume characterises 
interaction verbs with nominative/dative case frames as expressing ‘complex events that involve two 
agents; and the activity of the nominative participant never manipulates or affects the activity of the 
dative participants.’ We contend, however, that ‘interaction’ implies that the activity of one person 
‘affects’ the activity of the other person at least to some extent (i.e. the activity of one participant 
influences, and inevitably changes, the activity of the other participant, and vice versa, in the course 
of interaction). We do not call verbs in subclasses (IId), (IIe) and (IIf) ‘interaction verbs’ precisely 
because they do not imply that the activities denoted by those verbs do not affect the activities of the 
other participant. 

See a discussion on Samoan examples in §3.2.5. Chung (1978) calls them ‘middle verbs’ which is 
not an appropriate term to characterise them. 

See the discussion on the O status of the Dative arguments in Warlpiri in §3.2.5. 

The following examples and generalisations are taken from Andrews (1982: 461-3). 

Another possibility is a pair of transitive verbs and stative predicates such as adjectives. cf. §4.3.3. 
See a further discussion on this point in Onishi (this volume). 
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Non-canonical marking of core arguments 
in European languages 


MARTIN HASPELMATH 


Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology 


1. Introduction: European linguistic unity 


Giving an overview of non-canonical argument marking in European languages 
is not an easy task, but it is made easier by the surprising structural unity of a 
large part of European languages. In recent years more and more linguists have 
come to accept the view that there exists a European Sprachbund (or linguistic 
area), much like the Balkan, Meso-American and South Asian areas. This lin- 
guistic area may be conveniently called Standard Average European, following 
Whorf (1956) (cf. Dahl 1990, Lazard 1990, van der Auwera 1998, Haspelmath 
1998a, Haspelmath 1999). The core members of this Sprachbund are the Conti- 
nental West Germanic and Gallo-Romance languages (especially Dutch, Ger- 
man, French), but it also comprises the other Romance and Germanic languages 
and the Balkan languages as well as the Slavic languages (particularly West 
Slavic). Peripherally also the western Finno-Ugrian languages (Finnish, Hun- 
garian) and Maltese may be said to belong to this area. 

Some salient properties of Standard Average European (SAB), which justify 
setting up a linguistic area, are: definite and indefinite articles, participial 
passives, ‘have’ possession, dative external possessors, anticausative prom- 
inence, ‘A and-B’ conjunction, resumptive-introductory relative pronouns, 
particle comparatives, relative-based equatives (see Haspelmath 1998a for more 
discussion of these features). For most of these features we have sufficient 
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evidence to show that they are not only not typical of the Indo-European family 
in general (because they are not found in the Asian branches of the family), but 
also fairly rare world-wide. That the European linguistic area is not just a re- 
flection of Indo-European genetic unity can also be seen from the fact that most 
of the Europeanisms cannot have been inherited from Proto-Indo-European (cf. 
again Haspelmath 1998a), and that the (Indo-European) Celtic languages in the 
west clearly do not belong to the SAE area. Furthermore, some non-Indo- 
European languages of Europe, especially Hungarian and the Balto-Finnic 
languages, clearly share some of the defining features of SAE. In addition to 
the most salient features mentioned above, there are a fair number of further 
commonalities (such as AVO/SV constituent order, sentence-initial interroga- 
tive pronouns, widespread syllable-initial consonant clusters) which are less 
characteristic because they are not unique to SAE languages, though they do 
differentiate them from their western and/or eastern neighbors. 

Against this background, it becomes meaningful to ask what the properties 
of argument marking, and more particularly non-canonical argument marking, 
are in European languages (i.e. in Standard Average European). Space limita- 
tions do not allow me to go into great detail, but these languages are so well 
known that it will be sufficient to characterize them in their broad outlines, 
highlighting the contrasts with non-SAE languages. The purpose of this chapter 
is to present the data from European languages in such a way that they are com- 
parable to the facts of the less well known languages described in this volume. 

Argument marking patterns in SAE languages show a lot of internal diver- 
sity, but also many commonalities that become salient only once we consider 
European languages against the background of the world-wide situation. The 
following four features are the most important features found throughout SAE, 
though not without exceptions (cf. Lazard 1990). (However, these are not defin- 
ing features of SAE in the sense that they hardly occur elsewhere in the world.) 


(i) SAE languages are accusative (contrasting with ergative Basque in the 
west, and many ergative languages in the Caucasus and in Indo-Iranian 
in the east). 

(ii) The verb shows person-number agreement with the S/A (or subject) ar- 
gument. An exception is mainland Scandinavian, which lacks verb 
agreement. Furthermore, in some languages (especially in the Balkans) 
weak pronouns “double” the O (direct object) under certain circum- 
stances, thus effectively creating a new object agreement (e.g. Spanish 


NON-CANONICAL MARKING IN EUROPEAN LANGUAGES 55 


Lo veo a Juan [him see.1S8G Acc Juan] ‘I see Juan’, Bulgarian Zvan ja 
prodade kolata [Ivan it.F sold.3sG car[F].the] ‘Ivan sold the car’). By 
contrast, European non-SAE languages like Basque, Kartvelian and 
Abkhaz-Adyghean (western Caucasian) languages consistently show A, 
S/O and E (recipient) agreement in person/number, and many Nakh- 
Daghestanian (eastern Caucasian) languages only show S/O agreement 
in gender. (However, exclusive S/A person/number agreement is also 
found in nearby Turkic languages and in many Uralic languages.) 

(iii) In recipient-theme combinations, the theme occupies the O slot and the 
recipient is an E argument (i.e. SAE languages have a direct/indirect 
object contrast, not a primary/secondary object contrast, in Dryer’s 1986 
terms). 

(iv) The subject comprises a wide variety of semantic roles, i.e. SAE subjects 
go far beyond the agent role, expressing also experiencers (as in J like 
her), possessors (as in I have it), even recipients (I got it) and locations 
(The hotel houses 400 guests). In Foley and Van Valin’s (1984: 123) 
terminology, SAE languages tend to be reference-dominated, contrasting 
with role-dominated languages in the west (Celtic, cf. Lazard 1990: 247) 
and Caucasian languages in the east. 


In addition to these common features, we of course also find a fair amount 
of internal diversity within SAE. Most prominently, there is a clear difference 
between two kinds of languages: case-marking languages and configurational 
languages. The former, in which case-marking plays an important function for 
identifying arguments, are found in the central and eastern regions (German, 
Slavic, Hungarian, and the Balkan languages), while the latter, in which word 
order is much more important for distinguishing arguments, are mainly found 
in the west and the north (western and central Romance, English, Scandina- 
vian). 

In the next section, we will see to what extent non-canonical argument mark- 
ing is represented in SAE languages. 


2. Kinds of conditions for non-canonical argument marking 


Before we look at non-canonical marking of S/A (henceforth, subject) and O 
(henceforth, (direct) object), let us summarize the canonical marking patterns: 
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(a) Case-marking languages (German, Polish, etc.): The subject is in the nomi- 
native case and triggers verb agreement, the object is in the accusative case. 
(b) Configurational languages (English, French, etc.): The subject precedes the 
verb and triggers verb agreement, the object follows the verb. Pronominal 
objects and pronominal subjects do show case distinctions, however, and 


in the Romance and Balkan languages weak object pronouns typically pre- 
cede the verb. 


Now there is a wide variety of conditions under which subject and object 
marking deviates from this general schema. These can be divided into three 
classes: (i) reference-related conditions, (ii) clause-related conditions, and (iii) 
predicate-related conditions. In each case, the factors involved can be related 
to one of the transitivity parameters of Hopper and Thompson (1980). Devia- 
tions from canonical argument marking occur if transitivity is particularly high 
or particularly low. 

One reference-related condition is the high degree of individuation of the 
object or its high position on the animacy/definiteness hierarchies. In this cir- 
cumstance, many languages show special case-marking on the object (to distin- 
guish it clearly from the subject, cf. Comrie 1989: §6.2.2), even when the object 
is completely unmarked otherwise. This kind of non-canonical marking is 
called differential object marking (cf. Lazard (2001) for an overview, Bossong 
(1998a) for a comparative study of the phenomenon in European languages). 
Examples are shown in (1)-(2). 


(1) Spanish 
a. Ayer vi tu libro. 
yesterday saw.1SG your book 
“Yesterday I saw your book.’ 
b. Ayer vi a tu hermana. 
yesterday saw.1SG ACC your sister 
“Yesterday I saw your sister.’ 


(2) Maltese (Comrie 1982: 286) 

a. Marija qatlet far. 
Marija killed.3sG.F rat 
‘Marija killed a rat.’ 
b. Marija qatlet lill-far. 
Marija killed.3sG.F Acc.the-rat 
‘Marija killed the rat.’ 
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Differential object marking may also be head-marking, i.e. verb agreement. For 
example, in Spanish strong-pronoun direct objects, which are at the top of the 
animacy hierarchy, require object agreement, whereas this is optional with 
(non-pronoun) animate objects. In Macedonian, definite direct objects require 
object agreement, whereas this is impossible with indefinite objects. 


(3) Spanish 
a. Memirarona mi. 
me looked Acc me 
‘They looked at ME.’ 
b. (La) mirarona Conchita. 
her looked Acc Conchita 
‘They looked at Conchita.’ 


(4) Macedonian (cf. Rehder 1991: 43) 
a. Ja čitam — kniga-ta. 
it.F read.1SG book[F]-the 
‘I am reading the book.’ 
b. (*Ja) Citam kniga. 
it.F read.1sG book[F] 
‘I am reading a book.’ 


Another reference-related condition is the situation when an indefinite direct 
object is only partially involved in or affected by the action, i.e. when transitiv- 
ity is low. In some European languages (especially in Slavic), the direct object 
may be in the genitive case in this situation: 


(5) Polish (Holvoet 1991: 9) 
Zjadtem sobie ciast-a. 
ate.1SG self.DAT cake-GEN 
‘I ate some cake.’ 


A clause-related condition that affects the transitivity of the construction is 
its negative/affirmative status. In several European languages, the direct object 
in negated sentences is in the genitive or partitive case. In French and Basque, 
this is true of all and only indefinite direct objects (cf. 6—7(b)). In the Slavic 
languages, sometimes even definite direct objects are in the genitive case in 
negative clauses (cf. 8). 
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(6) 


(7) 


(8) 
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French 

Jai vu des fourmis. 

I have seen ART ants 

‘I saw some ants.’ 

Jen’ ai pasvu de fourmis. 
I NEG have not seen GEN ants 

‘I didn’t see any ants.’ 


Basque (Saltarelli 1988: 32) 

Ez ditut lore-ak erosi. 
NEG I.have.them flower-PL.ABS bought 
‘I haven’t bought the flowers.’ 

Ez dut ogi-rik erosi. 

not Lhave.it bread-pTv bought 

I did not buy any bread.’ 


Russian 

Jane ljublju étogo goroda. 

I notlove  this.GEN town.GEN 
‘I don’t like this town.’ 


A further example of a clause-related condition is the role of aspectuality in 
determining object case marking in Finnish. In this language, the O argument 
is in the accusative case when a perfective reading is intended, but in the parti- 
tive case when an imperfective reading is intended, as shown in (9) (cf. 
Tommola 1986: Ch. 3). 


(9) 


Finnish (Tommola 1986: 77) 

a. Luin kirjan. 
read. PAST. 1 SG book.ACC 
‘I read the book.’ 

a. Luin kirjaa. 
read. PAST. 1SG book.PTV 
‘I was reading the book. 


The third kind of condition for non-canonical argument marking concerns 
neither the reference of the argument NP nor the clause, but the meaning of the 
(generally verbal) predicate. This is probably the most important condition for 
non-canonical marking, and we will be concerned with this kind of condition 
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in the remainder of this paper. For example, in many languages some two-argu- 
ment verbs with two human participants do not take canonical nominative-accu- 
sative (or subject-direct object) marking, but use dative or oblique marking for 
the second participant if this is not a typical patient, but shows some semantic 
features of agents. These verbs could be called “‘interaction verbs” (cf. Blume 
1998). Some examples are given in (10), mostly from Blume’s study. In Ger- 
man, Polish and Hungarian, there is a dative case, so all the verbs in (10) have 
dative arguments. 


(10) German Polish Hungarian 
a. ‘answer someone’ antworten odpowiadać felel 
b. ‘wave to someone’ winken machać integet 
c. ‘congratulate someone’ gratulieren gratulować gratulal 
d. ‘thank’ danken dziękować 
e. ‘threaten’ drohen zagrażać 
f. ‘obey’ gehorchen engeldelmeskedik 
g. ‘serve’ dienen służyć 
h. ‘help’ helfen pomagać segít 


Blume (1998) compares the verb classes that take a second dative argument 
with the class of “middle verbs” in Polynesian languages, which also show 
special case-marking. Dative-governing verbs in other European languages 
are described in some detail in the contributions to Van Belle and Van 
Langendonck (1996). 


3. Arguments of experiential predicates 


The most interesting semantic class of predicates showing non-canonical 
marking patterns is the class of experiential predicates (often called “‘psycho- 
logical predicates’’). There is a rich linguistic literature on the peculiarities of 
experiential predicates in various languages, and only a general overview of the 
phenomena in European languages can be given here. 

Non-canonical marking in experiential predicates is due to their special 
meaning compared to causative action predicates such as ‘wash’, ‘break’, ‘pull’. 
As has been noted by Croft (1991: 212) and Lazard (1994: 41), canonical mark- 
ing of transitive clauses in all languages is based on such prototypical action 
verbs. Verbs with other meanings which do not fit the prototype of transitive 
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verbs have to be assimilated in some way or other to the prototypical verbs, and 
here we find extensive cross-linguistic variation. Three important types are 
what we may call the agent-like experiencer, the dative experiencer, and the 
patient-like experiencer, respectively. 

In the agent-like experiencer construction (often called ‘“‘experiencer- 
subject” construction), the experiential predicate is treated like a normal tran- 
sitive predicate, with the experiencer as A (as if it were an agent), and the 
stimulus as O (as if it were a patient). This is illustrated in (11). 


(11) a. English Sergio hates his teacher. 
b. Polish Bożena nienawidzi nauczyciela. 
Bożena hates teacher.ACC 
‘Bożena hates the teacher.’ 
c. Italian Rudi odia il suo insegnante. 
Rudi hates the his teacher 
‘Rudi hates his teacher.’ 


In the dative-experiencer construction, the experiencer appears in the dative 
or a similar case (or marked by a dative preposition), while the stimulus 
behaves like an S in that it agrees with the verb and bears nominative case in 
case-marking languages. Examples are shown in (12). 


(12) a. German Mir gefällt dieses Buch. 

me.DAT pleases this book 
‘T like this book.’ 

b. French Ce livre lui plait. 
this book him.DaT pleases 
‘He likes this book.’ 

c. M.Greek Tu arési aftó to vivlio. 
him.DAT likes this the book 
‘He likes this book.’ 


Finally, there is a third type in which the experiencer is treated like an O and 
the stimulus is treated like an A (i.e. this is the mirror image of the first type). This 
type will be called patient-like experiencer here, and it is illustrated in (13). 


(13) a. English This problem worries me. 
b. German Dieses Problem beunruhigt mich 
c. Italian Questo problema mi 


ACC’ 


preoccupa. 


ACC 
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Of these patterns, at first blush only the second (the dative-experiencer pat- 
tern) appears to show non-canonical marking. However, we will see below 
(§5.5—5.6) that the patient-like experiencer construction shows some peculiari- 
ties as well. Furthermore, there is some overlap between the dative experiencer 
and the patient-like experiencer: In languages lacking any accusative-dative 
distinction, the two cannot be distinguished. 

Let us now ask how these three patterns are represented in the European lan- 
guages. One of the salient properties of SAE languages is their predilection for 
agent-like experiencer constructions, which in many cases contrast with dative- 
experiencer or patient-like experiencer constructions in neighboring non-SAE 
languages, especially in Celtic in the west and in Finno-Ugrian and in Cauca- 
sian languages in the east. This is of course just a special case of the generally 
high degree of reference domination of SAE that was noted in §1. 

The predilection for agent-like experiencers in SAE is one of the clear results 
of Bossong’s (1998b) thorough study of experiencer subject constructions in 40 
European languages, both SAE and non-SAE languages. Some examples of the 
contrast are shown in (14)-(17). In (14)-(15), we see the monovalent verb ‘be 
cold, freeze’, and in (16)-(17), we see the bivalent verb ‘like’. 


(14) SAE: agent-like experiencer (‘I freeze, I am cold’) 
a. Swedish jag fryser [I freeze.PRES] 
Modern Greek kridno [freeze.1SG] 
c. Hungarian fázom [freeze.1 sG] 
(15) Non-SAE: dative eperiencer (‘I am cold’, lit. ‘is cold to me’) 
a. Udmurt mynym kezyt — [I.DAT cold] 
Lezgian zazmeq’i-da  [I.DAT cold-coP] 
c. Irish tad mé fuar [is me cold] 


(16) SAE: agent-like experiencer (‘I like X’) 


a. Portuguese gosto de X [like.1 sG of X] 
Norwegian jeg liker X [I like.PRES X] 
c. French j'aime X [I love.1sG X] 
(17) Non-SAE: dative/oblique experiencer (‘X pleases me’, lit. ‘to me’) 
a. Irish is maith liom X [is good with.1sG X] 
b. Latvian X man patik [X me.DAT pleases] 


c. Georgian X mo-m-c’ons [X PREV-18G.DAT-pleases] 
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Of course, there is no clear-cut borderline between SAE and non-SAE lan- 
guages, so the examples in (14)-(17) give an idealized picture. Furthermore, 
different predicates behave differently: For instance, ‘like’ has a strong prefer- 
ence for the dative experiencer and shows it also in some SAE languages (e.g. 
Dutch he bevalt mij [it pleases me] ‘I like it’), while ‘remember’ has a strong 
preference for the agent-like experiencer and shows it also in some non-SAE 
languages (e.g. Udmurt mon todam voZisko [I that remember.PRES.1SG] ‘I re- 
member it’). Despite these “noise” factors, the areal generalization is very 
striking, as is also clear from Figure 1 (see also Haspelmath 1998a). 

As one might expect, the different behavior of different classes of experien- 
tial verbs is not accidental (this is noted by Bossong 1998a: 261, but he does 
not investigate this question systematically). Bossong’s data lend themselves 
easily to a demonstration of this point: He lists translations of ten experiential 
predicates in 40 languages: three cognition predicates (‘see’, ‘forget’, ‘remem- 
ber’), four sensation predicates (‘be cold’, ‘be hungry’, ‘be thirsty’, ‘have a 
headache’), and three emotion predicates (‘be glad’, ‘be sorry’, ‘like’). In order 
to make the various constructions of different languages roughly comparable, 
he divides them into two broad classes, which he calls “generalized” (= agent- 
like experiencer) and “‘inverted’’ (=dative/patient-like experiencer), and he 
assigns scores between 5 and 3 to each attested predicate (5 for a prototypical 
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Figure 1. Predominant agent-like experiencers (center) vs. dative/patient- 
like experiencers (periphery) 
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verb, 4 and 3 for increasing deviations from the prototype, e.g. adjectival 
constructions, reflexive verbs, prepositional object government, etc.). An ideal 
SAE language would thus have a score of 50:0 (10 x 5 scores for agent-like 
(“generalized”) experiencer constructions, none for object-like (‘‘inverted’’) 
experiencer constructions), but in fact most languages have a mixture (for in- 
stance, Portuguese has a score of 36:5, Norwegian has 42:5, English has 43:0). 
The most radical non-SAE language in Bossong’s sample is Lezgian, with a 
score of 0:46, but again the other languages show a mixture (Georgian 13:40, 
Russian 17.5:42, Icelandic 14:32). By arbitrarily dividing the languages into 
those showing predominant agent-like experiencers (ratios between 0.0 and 0.8) 
and those showing predominant dative/patient-like experiencers (ratios between 
0.8 and 5.0), we arrive at the geographical tripartition shown in Figure 1. The 
languages in the center correspond fairly precisely to the Standard Average 
European Sprachbund (though the place of Turkish within the center is excep- 
tional; with respect to other features, Turkish is clearly non-SAE). 

After having seen the preferences of languages for one of the two main con- 
struction types across predicates, we can now use Bossong’s scores to deter- 
mine the preferences of individual predicates across languages. The result of 
this count is given in Table 1, where I have given percentages in addition to the 
score sums. 

Despite all the “noise” introduced by complicating factors, a clear picture 
emerges from Table 1. Cognition predicates show the strongest affinity with the 


Table 1. Distribution of experiencer predicates over two broad construction 
types 








Agent-like Object-like 

experiencer experiencer 

Cognition predicates ‘see’ 195.0 93% 14.0 7% 
‘forget’ 178.5 87% 26.5 13% 
‘remember’ 155.5 83% 31.0 17% 
Sensation predicates ‘be hungry’ 120.5 65% 65.5 35% 
‘be thirsty’ 113.5 62% 69.5 38% 
‘be cold’ 92.0 54% 86.0 46% 
‘have a headache’ 56.5 30% 129.5 70% 
Emotion predicates ‘be glad’ 114.0 52% 106.0 48% 
‘be sorry’ 83.0 45% 101.0 55% 


‘like’ 55.0 21% 169.0 79% 
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agent-like experiencer construction, while emotion predicates are the most 
likely to be expressed by an object-like experiencer construction, and sensation 
predicates (with the exception of ‘have a headache’) are intermediate between 
cognition and emotion. It is perhaps not surprising that cognition concepts, i.e. 
the more rational aspects of our mental life, should be assimilated most easily 
to the transitive prototype of volitional causation, while emotion concepts, i.e. 
the most irrational aspects of our experience, are the most likely to have the 
experiencer in object position. But it is unclear whether anyone could have 
predicted these results before looking at the data. And we should be cautious 
at this stage: The scores of Table 1 only reflect data from 40 European lan- 
guages, and we must investigate experiencer constructions on a world-wide 
scale before we can be certain that the generalization is not caused by areal bias 
(however, since about half of the 40 languages are not SAE, their typological 
diversity is fairly great). 


4. Non-canonical marking of experiencer predicates in SAE 


After the general overview of experiencer predicates and constructions in the 
preceding section, let us now look in greater detail at the construction patterns 
that we find in SAE languages. In addition to the marking of the experiencer 
argument, which can be treated as either subject or direct/indirect object, we 
should also look briefly at the form of the verb and of the stimulus argument, 
which may be non-canonical as well. 

A typical feature of SAE experiencer constructions is the use of the verb 
‘have’, which indicates that the subject is not an agent but is affected by the 
situation (as in possessive constructions), e.g. 


(18) a. French j'ai froid [I have cold] 
‘Tam cold’ 
b. Spanish tengo hambre [I.have hunger] 
‘Tam hungry’ 


c. German hab Mitleid mit uns [have compassion with us] 
‘have mercy upon us’ 

d. Italian ho bisogno di te [I.have need of you] 
‘I need you’ 

e. English J have a headache 
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Another characteristic feature of SAE languages is the widespread use of 
grammaticalized reflexive pronouns in anticausative (or ‘“‘middle”’) construc- 
tions (cf. Haspelmath 1993b, 1998a). This is particularly common in emotion 
predicates of the type ‘be amused’, ‘be bored’, “be amazed’ (i.e. Levin’s 1993: 
189 amuse verbs). For instance, in Italian we have pairs like arrabbiare ‘make 
angry’ /arrabbiarsi ‘get angry’, divertire ‘entertain’ /divertirsi ‘have fun’, etc. 
In addition, SAE languages typically have a resultative (or “stative passive”) 
form consisting of the copula plus the passive participle of these verbs, e.g. 
English be amused, be bored, etc. While English, which lacks anticausatives, 
only allows two constructions (Stimulus Vs Experiencer and Experiencer is Ved 
PREP Stimulus), the other Germanic languages, the Romance and the Slavic 
languages very often have all three constructions: the transitive construction, 
the resultative construction, and the reflexive construction, e.g. German 
begeistern ‘fill with enthusiasm’, begeistert sein von ‘be enthusiastic about’, 
sich begeistern fiir ‘be enthusiastic about’. The preposition or oblique case 
governed by the reflexive or resultative verb is not predictable, and may be 
different in the reflexive and resultative construction. Some examples from 
German, French and Polish are given in (19). As in other cases, English turns 
out to be a less typical SAE language in this respect. 


(19) English German French Polish 
a. amaze wundern étonner dziwié 
be amazed verwundert sein (über) être étonné być Zdziwionym 
(at) 
sich wundern (über) s'étonner (de) dziwić się (DAT) 
b. interest interessieren intéresser interesować 
be interested (in) interessiert sein (an) être intéressé by@ainteresowanym 
(par) 
sich interessieren (für) s'intéresser (à) interesować się 
(INSTR) 
c. (anger) ärgern fâcher gniewać 
(be angry) verärgert sein (über) être fâché być rozgniewanym 
(get angry) sich ärgern (über) se fâcher gniewać się 
d. sadden betrüben désoler martwić 
be sad(dened) betrübt sein (über) être désolé być zmartwionym 
sich betrüben se désoler (de) martwić się 
e. worry beunruhigen préoccuper niepokoić 


be worried (about) beunruhigt sein (über) être préoccupé być zaniepokojonym 
sich beunruhigen se préoccuper niepokoić się 
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There are some lexical idiosyncrasies and gaps in this array, but on the whole 
it shows a remarkable consistency and symmetry. There is a large number of 
further verbs in each language that display a comparable behavior. In some 
cases, cognition verbs also follow a similar pattern (e.g. Italian ricordarsi ‘re- 
member’, cf. ricordare ‘remind’). 

The structure of the predicates is relevant for argument marking because 
reflexive and resultative predicates are intransitive and thus cannot have direct- 
object marking of the stimulus argument. The stimulus is therefore marked by 
a preposition (mostly ‘about’, but also ‘of’, ‘with’, ‘at’, in’) or an oblique case 
(e.g. dative or instrumental in Polish). 

While the patient-like experiencer construction is very widespread in SAE 
languages and occurs with a large number of verbs, the dative-experiencer con- 
struction appears to be much more restricted in most of the languages. A list of 
emotion predicates taking dative experiencers in some languages is given in 
(20). There are not many more such verbs in each language (cf., e.g., Melis 
1996: 53 for French). 


(20) French Italian German Polish 

‘please (XY plaire piacere gefallen podobać się 

‘be useful (for XY servir, servire nützen, przydać się 
profiter bekommen 

‘be sufficient (for XY suffire bastare genügen, wystarczać 

reichen 

‘be harmful (for XY nuire nuocere schaden szkodzić 

‘be fitting (for XY convenir, convenire, passen odpowiadać 
aller andare 

‘I am sorry’ mi spiace es tut mir leid żal mi 


Among sensation predicates, older German had cases such as mich hungert 
[me.acc hungers] ‘Iam hungry’, mich friert [me.acc freezes] ‘I am cold’, but 
these are disappearing from the modern language. The dative is still found in 
adjectival constructions, e.g. mir ist schlecht ‘I am sick’, mir ist kalt ‘I am cold’. 
The Polish equivalents are, e.g., zimno mi [cold me.DAT] ‘Iam cold’, niedobrze 
mi [unwell me.DAT] ‘I am sick’. In the Romance languages, sensation predi- 
cates occur with the agent-like experiencer construction. 

Another small class of predicates that can be classified as experiential are 
modality predicates, i.e. predicates of possibility (“can’, ‘may’) and belonging. 
These show dative experiencers in a few cases: 


NON-CANONICAL MARKING IN EUROPEAN LANGUAGES 67 


(21) French Italian German Polish 
‘X succeeds’ = — — es gelingt X,,, udaje sie Xpar 
‘X is allowed’? — — — wolno X par 
‘belong to X’ appartenir appartenere gehören (należeć do X) 
‘X lacks sth’ manquer mancare fehlen brakować X,,, 
‘easy for X’ leicht fiir X latwo X,,, 


Finally, a few verbs of propositional attitude take dative experiencers (e.g. 
seem, French sembler, Italian sembrare, German scheinen, Polish wydawać sie), 
as well as some verbs of happening (e.g. German mir passiert X ‘X happens to 
me’, Italian X mi succede, French X m/’arrive). 

Several of the dative-experiencer predicates just considered have (near-) 
equivalents with agent-like experiencers in the same language or in a closely 
related language. Sometimes the stimulus is then marked non-canonically, espe- 
cially by genitive case or a genitive preposition. Some examples of this phe- 
nomenon are given in (22).' 


(22) a. Italian SmancaaE E manca di E 

‘E lacks S’ 

b. German Spon fehlt/mangelt E,,,, Exon ermangelt Sonn 
‘E lacks S’ 

c. Polish Soe trzeba Enar Exon potrzebuje Soen 
‘E needs S’ 

d. French S profite à E E profite de S 
‘S benefits E’ ‘E benefits from S’ 

e. Spanish S gusta a E (Portuguese: ) E gosta de S 
‘E likes S’ 


5. Behavioral properties of dative experiencers 


So far in this paper we have primarily looked at the marking patterns of some 
special predicate classes (especially experiencer predicates) which deviate from 
those of prototypical action verbs, i.e. volitional causative verbs (cf. Croft 
1991). But do these represent cases of non-canonical marking of S, A, and O? 
This depends on how one analyzes a sentence like German Mir gefällt das 
Buch/ītalian Mi piace il libro ‘T like the book’. One possibility is that the dative 
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experiencer is A and the nominative stimulus is O. On this analysis, our lan- 
guages would show non-canonical marking of both A (which normally is not 
in the dative case) and O (which normally is not in the nominative case or con- 
trols verb agreement). Another possibility is that dative-experiencer construc- 
tions are not analyzed as transitive clauses, but as extended intransitive clauses, 
and that the experiencer argument corresponds to the E argument of Onishi (this 
volume).” Most linguists would make the choice among these alternatives de- 
pendent on the behavior of the experiencer and stimulus arguments with respect 
to a set of “behavioral subject properties”, i.e. the behavior in special contexts 
such as complement-clauses with implicit subject, valency-changing deriva- 
tions, imperatives, control of reflexive pronouns, and various interclausal 
switch-reference conditions. 

Unfortunately, in the case of European languages, many of these tests are 
often inapplicable, and others give inconclusive results. On balance it 
seems that dative-experiencer constructions should be regarded as intransitive, 
i.e. not as ‘“‘dative-subject constructions” (cf. also Dixon’s 1994: 122 view on 
German). However, it is still interesting to examine the evidence. If one admits 
only two possibilities—either transitive (A/O), or intransitive (S/E)—then the 
results of this section might appear problematic. However, if one allows the 
possibility of intermediate stages between intransitive and transitive, then lan- 
guages can be seen as occupying a particular point on the continuous transitive— 
intransitive scale. 

Let us now examine the individual subject properties. 


5.1 Word order 


Most SAE languages show the basic clausal constituent order AVO (for transi- 
tive clauses) and SVE (for extended intransitive clauses). In strictly configura- 
tional languages, this word order is changed only in highly special circum- 
stances. However, English is not a typical SAE language, and few SAE lan- 
guages are as strictly configurational as English. Thus, it is not surprising that 
Italian and Greek, for instance, allow both stimulus-experiencer word order and 
experiencer-stimulus order, as can be seen in (23—24)(a-b). (The situation is 
very similar in German and probably in other SAE languages as well.) 
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(23) Italian 
a. La sua nuova bici piace a Livia. 
‘Her new bike pleases Livia.’ 
b. A Livia piace la sua nuova bici. 
‘Livia likes her new bike.’ 


(24) Modern Greek (Anagnostopoulou 1999: 69) 
a. To krasi tu arési tu Pétru. 
‘The wine pleases Petros.’ 
b. Tu Pétru tu arési to krasi. 
‘Petros likes the wine.’ 


The fact that the (b) sentences show a relatively usual, unmarked word order 
might serve as an argument that this construction represents a transitive AVO 
construction, but under such a view the order in the (a) sentences is difficult to 
account for. If we start from the (diachronically primary) SVE analysis, then the 
order in the (b) sentences could be attributed to the topical/animate nature of the 
experiencer argument. However, non-experiential verbs do not allow both word 
orders as unmarked orders, even when the S argument is inanimate and the E 
argument is animate, as shown in (25b) for Italian. 


(25) a. Questa statua somiglia a Cleopatra. 
b.  (marked:) A Cleopatra somiglia questa statua. 


Thus, experiential predicates seem to constitute a class of their own with respect 
to word order, intermediate between normal extended intransitive and transitive 
verbs. 


5.2 Implicit argument in complement clauses to modal and phasal predicates 


This criterion is clearly fulfilled by a dative-subject language like Lezgian 
(Haspelmath 1993a), but it is clearly not fulfilled in SAE languages. Example 
(26a) shows an impeccable Lezgian example with the dative-experiencer verb 
akun ‘see’, and (26b-c) show two totally ungrammatical SAE examples with 
the dative-experiencer verb ‘like’. 


(26) a. Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993a: 296) 
Gadadi-z Ø rus akwa-z k’an-zawa. 
boy-DAT [@(DAT) girl(ABS) see-INF] want-IMPF 
‘The boy wants to see the girl’ 
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b. German 
*Frau Oberhuber möchte [Ø ihr Schwiegersohn gefallen]. 
‘Ms. Oberhuber wants to like her son-in-law.’ 
c. Polish 
* Pani Grabowska chce [@,,, podobać sie zięć]. 
‘Ms. Grabowska wants to like her son-in-law.’ 


Thus, this is an argument in favor of the subject status of the experiencer in 
Lezgian, but against its subject status in SAE languages. 


5.3 Valency-changing derivations 


The problem with this criterion is that dative-experiencer constructions are 
stative and non-volitional, and predicates of this semantic type are generally 
difficult to passivize and to causativize, so we can hardly draw any conclusions 
from the fact that dative-experiencer verbs in SAE languages cannot be 
passivized and are difficult to causativize. 

However, at least in German causativization is marginally possible, and in 
these constructions it is clearly the stimulus argument that appears as the O of 
the causative predicate (cf. 27a). Sentences in which the experiencer is treated 
as the O (as in 27b) are completely ungrammatical. 


(27) a. ?Gott ließ ihm seinen Auftrag gelingen. 
‘God made him succeed in his task.’ 
b. *Gott lief ihn seinen Auftrag gelingen. 


If we assume that the O status in a derived causative construction is an argument 
for A status in the basic construction, then the difference between (27a) and 
(27b) can serve as an argument against the A status of the experiencer argument. 


5.4 Imperatives 


In Lezgian, dative-subject verbs such as akun ‘see’ allow the dative subject 
to be the imperative addressee, e.g. aku! ‘see!’ (Haspelmath 1993a: 283). In 
SAE languages, this is completely impossible. It is unclear to what extent this 
can be regarded as an argument for the non-subject status of the experiencer, 
because stative non-volitional predicates generally cannot be used in the 
imperative. 
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5.5 Control of reflexive pronouns 


In the simplest case, i.e. in sentences like ‘Anna likes herself’, it is clearly the 
stimulus, not the experiencer, that controls reflexivization: 


(28) a. Italian 

Anna piace a sé stessa. 
‘Anna likes herself.’ 

b. Polish 
Anna,,.,, Sie podoba sobie,,.. 
‘Anna likes herself.’ 

c. German 
Anndy oy gefällt sich,,.- 
‘Anna likes herself.’ 


The reverse pattern, which we find, e.g., in Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993a: 409), 
is completely impossible in SAE—in case-marking languages it is not even 
possible to construct examples with a dative experiencer controlling a 
reflexivized nominative stimulus, because they lack nominative forms of reflex- 
ive pronouns. 

However, with those few verbs that have a dative experiencer and an oblique 
stimulus argument, the dative experiencer may control reflexivization in Ger- 
man (cf. Seefranz-Montag 1983: 167): 


(29) a. Peter,,, graut vor sich selbst. 
‘Peter is horrified at himself’ 
b. Meiner Tante,,,, liegt an sich selbst. 
‘My aunt is interested in herself.’ 


And when the reflexive pronoun is the possessor of the stimulus argument, the 
experiencer argument may control it (this cannot be illustrated from German or 
French, because these languages do not have a reflexive/non-reflexive distinc- 
tion in possessive pronouns): 


(30) a. Italian (Belletti and Rizzi 1988: 315) 
I propri, genitori gli, sembrano i più simpatici. 
‘His own parents seem to him the nicest.’ 
b. Polish 
Mojemu przyjacielu; sie udat swój; największy sukces. 
‘My friend had his biggest success.’ 
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These facts could be taken as an argument that the experiencer is a subject 
at least at some level of analysis (cf. Perlmutter 1983, who takes the dative 
experiencer to be an underlying (“‘initial’’) subject that is demoted to indirect- 
object status at a later level of representation). But it seems to me that the facts 
of reflexivization do not carry as much weight as they have sometimes been 
given. Notice that the direct-object experiencer may show the same kind of 
reflexive control, also in English: 


(31) a. Italian (Belletti and Rizzi 1988: 312) 

Questi pettegolezzi su di sé, preoccupano Gianni, piu di ogni altra 
cosa. 
‘These gossips about himself worry Gianni more than anything else.’ 

b. Polish 
Te pogtoski o siebie, niepokoją Jana; więcej niż cokolwiek innego. 
‘These gossips about himself worry Jan more than anything else.’ 

c. English 
Pictures of himself, worry John,. 


To account for these cases, one might propose that the experiencer in patient- 
like experiencer verbs, too, is a subject at an underlying level (see Cresti 1990 
for this approach). But in addition, experiencers may serve as antecedents of 
reflexives even if they are marked with a preposition rather than with dative 
case, as in (32) (Belletti and Rizzi 1988: 316). Presumably nobody would advo- 
cate a subject analysis of the English to-experiencer in (32). 


(32) Replicants of themselves, seemed to the boys, to be ugly. 


These data make it quite doubtful whether reflexive control should be associ- 
ated with subject status at all. Perhaps an analysis in terms of semantic and/or 
pragmatic properties of the controlling argument is more realistic. 


5.6 Interclausal coreference restrictions 


The final criterion to be considered here is the phenomenon of pivot constraints 
in looser clause combinations such as coordination and adverbial subordination. 
In coordination, this criterion is clearly negative: Sentences like German *Ga- 
briel,,, gefielen die Blumen und kaufte sie (‘Gabriel liked the flowers and 
bought them’) are always ungrammatical in SAE languages. 

However, the situation is more complex in converbal’ and infinitival adver- 
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bial clauses, which typically have an implicit (= non-expressed) subject con- 
trolled by an argument of the superordinate verb. Often there are restrictions on 
this control relation such that the subject, but not the direct object of the 
superordinate clause may be the controller, cf. (33) from German. (In the exam- 
ples of this subsection, the implicit subject of the adverbial clause is indicated 
by Ø with a referential index.) 


(33) Schulz, rief seine Chefin; an, um Ø die Ankunftszeit mitzuteilen. 
‘Schulz called up his boss to tell (her) the time of arrival.’ 


When the superordinate clause contains an experiential predicate with a dative 
experiencer, the dative argument may be the controller as well as the nomina- 
tive argument. 


(34) a. Diese Blumen gefallen mir, zu gut, um Ø; sie nicht zu kaufen. 
‘T like these flowers too much not to buy them.’ 
b. Diese Blumen, gefallen mir gut, ohne ©, mich zu begeistern. 
‘I like these flowers a lot, but I am not crazy about them.’ 


Similar patterns can be found in other languages. (35a—b) shows French 
converbal clauses (Legendre 1990: 111), and (36a—b) shows Italian infinitival 
clauses (Perlmutter 1983). 


(35) a. Cette femme, lui plaît [tout en ©, ne correspondant pas tout à fait 
a son idéal féminin]. 
‘This woman is pleasing to him while not corresponding exactly to 
his feminine ideal.’ 

b. Quela France lui, plaise [tout en ©, n’y ayant jamais mis les 

pieds], toi, ça te surprend? 
‘That France is pleasing to him without ever having set foot there, 
is it surprising to you?’ 


(36) a. Giorgio, mi pareva talmente nervoso da Ø, non poter dormire. 
‘Giorgio seemed so nervous to me that he was unable to sleep.’ 
b. Giorgio mi, pareva tanto nervoso da @, volerlo far visitare da uno 
specialista. 
‘Giorgio seemed so nervous to me that I wanted to have him exam- 
ined by a specialist.’ 


For (37) from Modern Greek, Anagnostopoulou (1999: 70) reports that only the 
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experiencer may be the controller, but probably examples analogous to (35a) 
and (36a) can also be constructed. 


(37) [Akúghondas Di tin istoria], tis Marías 
hearing the story the Mary.DAT 
árxisena min tis arési o Pétros. 
began sBJV not her.DAT pleases the Petros.NOM 
“While she was listening to the story, Maria started not liking Petros.’ 


A Polish example of a dative experiencer controlling an implicit converb 
subject is cited by Weiss (1977: 280): 


(38) Ø; Stuchajac go, wstyd mi, było za niego. 
‘Listening to him, I felt ashamed for him,’ 


The situation in English is discussed in detail by Kortmann (1991), cf. the 
following example: 


(39) It has seemed to me, lately, Ø, watching you with a father’s eye, that 
you have shown signs of being attracted by Algernon Fripp. 


Particularly within Relational Grammar (e.g. Perlmutter 1983, Legendre 1990, 
Cresti 1990), these control possibilities have been taken as evidence for subject 
status (at least at some level) of the experiencer argument. But the problem with 
this criterion is that the conditions seem to be much more complex, and prag- 
matic considerations of discourse salience seem to be relevant in most lan- 
guages as well. For instance, Cresti (1990: 75) notes that the dative experiencer 
in Italian must be preverbal to be able to control the implicit infinitival subject, 
so that (40b), where the experiencer (a mio marito) is postverbal, is ungrammat- 
ical, unlike (40a). 


(40) a. A mio marito, è talmente piaciuta una compagna d'ufficio da Ø; 
lasciarci tutti quanti e andare a vivere con lei. 
‘My husband liked an office colleague so much that he left us all and 
went away to live with her.’ 

b. *Una compagna d'ufficio è talmente piaciuta a mio marito, da Ø; 

lasciarci tutti quanti e andare a vivere con lei. 
‘An office colleague was so pleasing to my husband that he left us all 
and went away to live with her. 


This word order difference is presumably relevant because only the preverbal 
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experiencer is sufficiently topical, and topicality is a requirement for control. 
When the right semantic-pragmatic conditions are present, even participants 
that are not even core arguments of the superordinate verb may be controllers, 
as in Kortmann’s (1991: 43) English example Ø; Looking out for a theme, sev- 
eral crossed his; mind. The issue of implicit-subject control is discussed for 
converbal constructions in Haspelmath (1995: 29-37), where it is shown that 
simple syntactic conditions are in general insufficient. Thus, it is difficult to 
derive an argument for the subject status of the experiencer from these data. 

Let us now summarize this section on behavioral properties of the dative 
experiencer: Dative experiencers in SAE languages do not behave as subjects 
with respect to the three criteria of (i) implicit argument of complement clauses, 
(ii) valency-changing derivations, (iii) imperatives, but these tests are difficult 
to apply because they require a volitional, or at least non-stative, predicate. The 
criteria of (iv) reflexive control, and (v) interclausal implicit-subject control 
give mixed results, but it is quite doubtful whether these can be employed as 
tests for subject status, because the conditions seem to involve crucially prag- 
matic factors (at present ill-understood) such as discourse salience. Thus, it 
seems clear that clauses with dative experiencers in SAE languages cannot be 
regarded as transitive clauses with non-canonically marked A and O, but must 
be considered as extended intransitive clauses with canonically marked S and E. 

However, there is a diachronic tendency for intransitive S-E clauses to 
change into transitive A-O clauses, which is very relevant in this context. This 
will be the topic of the next section. 


6. From oblique experiencer to non-canonically marked S/A 


While dative experiencers in modern SAE languages exhibit few (if any) behav- 
ioral subject properties, it might well be that they will acquire some in the fu- 
ture. There is a well-established diachronic tendency for oblique experiencer 
arguments to acquire behavioral subject properties, which has been described 
for various languages by Cole et al. (1980). The best-documented language in 
which this change has been attested is English (cf. Allen (1995) for a compre- 
hensive treatment). Below I will briefly summarize the facts of English, before 
presenting some new data that suggest that a very similar change is currently 
ongoing in another European language, Maltese. 

Old English had a fairly large number of experiential verbs with non-standard 
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case-marking patterns, some of which are listed in (41) together with their mod- 
ern English equivalents (cf. Allen 1995: 68-85 for complete lists). 


(41) hyngrian feel hunger  lystan wish 
langian long eglian bother, ail 
lician like lapian feel loathing 
byncan think ofhreowan feel pity, regret 


There were a number of different case-marking patterns, but in the present con- 
text we are only interested in those verbs that show dative- or accusative- 
marked experiencers (the stimulus was variously coded in the nominative or 
genitive). Two examples are given in (42) (cited from Allen 1995: 68 and Har- 
ris and Campbell 1995: 83). 


(42) a. ...him ofhreow pes mannes. 
he.DaT felt.sorry the.GEN man.GEN 
‘He felt sorry for the man.’ (Ælc. Th. I. p. 192.16) 
b. Pam wife pa word wel licodon. 
the.DAT woman.DAT those.NOM words.NOM well liked.3 PL 
‘The woman (DAT) liked those words (NOM) well.’ (Beowulf 639) 


By the time of late Middle English, most of these verbs had either disappeared 
from the language or undergone a drastic change in the grammatical relations 
and marking patterns: In Modern English, verbs such as like, loathe, long, think, 
rue occur primarily with a (“nominative”) subject experiencer. A traditional 
popular explanation of this change invokes reanalysis due to surface ambigu- 
ities that arose after case distinctions had been reduced in Middle English (sche- 
matically: the wife,,,.. liked,, the words,,,, is reanalyzed as the wife us, liked; 
the words,,,) (e.g., Van der Gaaf 1904, Lightfoot 1979, Harris and Campbell 
1995, among many others). 

However, the change certainly did not happen as abruptly as is suggested by 
the reanalysis scenario. On the contrary, Allen’s (1995) thorough study con- 
firms Cole et al.’s (1980) view according to which we have here a gradual 
change starting with original experiencers lacking subject properties, which 
gradually acquire behavioral subject properties and finally even coding proper- 
ties such as case-marking and agreement. Allen (1995: 442) writes: “. .. such 
evidence as is available suggests that the preposed accusative and dative 
Experiencers of the Experiencer verbs played the role of subject, rather than 
object, even in Old English, and the evidence becomes stronger in Middle 
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English.” For example, the accusative experiencer of hunger could be omitted 
in coordinate constructions, as in (43) from Middle English (cited from 
Seefranz-Montag 1983: 133). 


(43) Iwat at pou,has fasted lang and Ø, hungres nu. 
I know that you have fasted long and Ø(acc) hungers now 
‘I know that you have fasted for a long time and are now hungry.’ 
(14th c., Curs. Mundi 12943) 


Seefranz-Montag (1983: 132-4) mentions quite a few further behavioral subject 
properties which experiential constructions displayed already in older English 
at a time when the case-marking and agreement showed few traces of subject 
behavior of the experiencer. Thus, older English experiencer constructions are 
good examples of non-canonically marked A-O constructions which had 
presumably arisen from earlier S-E constructions. After acquiring behavioral 
subject properties, the experiencer argument gradually acquired coding proper- 
ties of subjects as well, i.e. nominative case and triggering verb agreement. We 
find examples such as (44)-(45) (cited from Harris and Campbell 1995: 85), in 
which the experiencer does not have all the coding properties yet (only nomina- 
tive case-marking in (44), only agreement in (45)). These show that the change 
is a gradual one, not an all-or-nothing reanalysis (cf. also Haspelmath 1998b). 


(44) Preiep panne first for zouresilf as 3e penkip moost spedeful. 
‘Pray for yourself as you (NOM!) think (3sG!) most beneficial.’ 
(The Chastising of God’s Children 224, 20) 


(45) Sum men pat han suche likynge wondren what hem ailen. 
‘Some men who have such pleasure wonder what ails (3PL!) them 
(DAT1). (The Chastising of God’s Children 103, 15) 


In Maltese, an offshoot of Arabic that has been in close contact with Euro- 
pean languages (Sicilian, Italian, English) for many centuries, a similar change 
appears to be going on at present. Verbs like irnexxielu ‘regret’ were originally 
dative-experiencer verbs of the SAE type, and at one time a sentence such as 
(46) must have been possible (the star in front of (46) can be taken to mean 
‘reconstructed’ ). 


(46) *Trnexxa l-it-tifla  t-itfa’ il-ballun. 
succeed.PF.3SG to-the-girl [she-throw.1P the-ball] 
‘The girl managed to throw the ball.’ 
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In contemporary Maltese, however, this sentence is completely impossible (so 
the star can also be taken to mean ‘ungrammatical’ ). The experiencer argument 
must precede the verb, and the verb must show a suffixed indirect-object 
marker agreeing with the experiencer in person/ number/gender, as in (47). This 
is thus a kind of left-dislocation construction which has become obligatory.* 


(47) L-it-tifla rnexxie-lha titfa’ il-ballun. 
to-the-girl succeed.PF-to.her [she-throw.1P the-ball] 
‘The girl managed to throw the ball.’ 


Now there are signs that the preverbal experiencer is acquiring subject status, 
i.e. that the construction is gradually shifting from an intransitive S-E structure 
to a transitive A-O structure with non-canonical marking. Most importantly, the 
dative case-marking of the preverbal experiencer is not obligatory, and we may 
have nominative case as well, so that (48) is a perfectly acceptable alternative 
to (47). 


(48) It-tifla rnexxie-lha titfa’ il-ballun. 
the-girl succeed.pF-to.her [she-throw.1P the-ball] 
‘The girl managed to throw the ball’ 


The experiencer argument does not have all the behavioral properties of sub- 
jects yet (cf. Haspelmath and Caruana to appear for details). But there is little 
doubt that what we see here in Maltese is not unlike the change that has been 
described for Middle English and other languages, i.e. from a non-subject 
experiencer to a subject experiencer. This is not a change which happens 
through cataclysmic reanalysis (pace Lightfoot 1979), but a gradual change in 
which the experiencer acquires subject properties (both behavioral and coding) 
one at a time. This kind of gradual change in grammatical relation is surprising 
in some frameworks, but it fits well into a theory in which grammatical rela- 
tions are not a set of given fixed points, but prototypical clusterings of diverse 
features (Givon 1997, Croft 2001). 

Onishi (this volume) asks ‘‘how canonically marked markings have devel- 
oped from non-canonically marked markings, and, possibly, vice versa”. The 
general mechanism seems to be the following: The experiencer is increasingly 
placed in topic position because it refers to a definite human participant, and 
since most human topics are subjects, itis gradually assimilated to subjects with 
respect to its morphosyntactic behavior. The reverse change is impossible be- 
cause there is no motivation for putting an experiencer subject in a non-topical 
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position, or a stimulus object into a topical position. But why do experiencers 
appear in non-subject positions in the first place? The reason is simple: Experi- 
ential verbs normally arise metaphorically from concrete verbs, e.g. verbs of 
motion or physical force transmission, e.g. English worry < ‘strangle, seize by 
the throat’, preoccupy < ‘seize beforehand’, stun < ‘deprive of consciousness 
with a blow’, fascinate ‘cast a spell over’. These were originally used as normal 
transitive verbs with human agentive subjects, but once the metaphorical sense 
becomes more frequent than the literal sense (and ultimately the literal sense 
gets lost), the tendency for the experiencer to acquire subject properties will 
assert itself, eventually resulting in non-canonical subject marking. Since con- 
crete meanings commonly turn into abstract experiential meanings but not vice 
versa, the process is unidirectional. 


7. Conclusion 


In this paper I have examined possible cases of non-canonical argument mark- 
ing in Standard Average European languages. As I noted in §2, non-canonical 
marking of core arguments occurs in three kinds of circumstances: (1) reference- 
related, (ii) clause-related, and (iii) predicate-related. While European languages 
do exhibit a fair amount of non-canonical marking under the first two types of 
conditions, I conclude that they do not show a great amount of predicate-related 
non-canonical marking. On the one hand, SAE languages tend to be reference- 
dominated, i.e their subject-object relations are not determined so much by se- 
mantic roles as by topicality and related pragmatic factors. That is, many verbs 
which are non-canonically marked in other languages are simply canonically- 
marked transitive verbs in these languages, e.g. English have, need, like, etc. (In 
this they contrast both with their western and their eastern neighbors.) 

On the other hand, dative experiencers generally do not show a large number 
of subject properties in these languages, so that clauses with dative experiencers 
cannot be regarded as transitive, and experiencer clauses do not count as 
non-canonically marked. However, the detailed discussion of possible subject 
criteria in §5 has shown that European dative-experiencer arguments are not 
completely unlike ‘dative subjects” either, because they tend to behave like 
subjects with respect to word order, reflexivization, and interclausal coreference 
in non-finite adverbial clauses. Diachronically, there is a clear tendency for 
dative experiencers to turn into (non-canonically marked) subjects. If we 
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conceive of grammatical relations as continua rather than given fixed points, 
then European languages clearly contribute to the typology of non-canonical 
marking, even though such view of grammatical relations also means that the 
concept of non-canonical marking itself becomes less sharp. 


Notes 


1. Polish and German, the languages that have retained the old Indo-European genitive case, also 
show this genitive in verbs such as Polish oczekiwać ‘expect’, chcieć ‘want’, pragnaé ‘wish for’, 
German harren ‘wait for’. The following abbreviations are used: ABS=absolutive; ACC =accusative; 
ART=article; Cop=copula; DAT=dative; GEN=genitive; F=feminine; IMPF=imperfect; 
INF=infinitive; INSTR=instrumental; 1P=immediate past; NEG=negation; NOM=nominative; 
PF=perfect; pL=plural; PRES=present; PREV=preverb; PTV=partitive; SBJV=subjunctive; 
sG=singular. 

2. The same issue arises with respect to the “interaction verbs” that were mentioned in §2 (cf. (10)). 
For these verbs, it is even more difficult to say whether the dative argument is an E or an O because 
languages generally have far fewer O-properties than A-properties. 

3. Aconverb is a non-finite form specialized for adverbial subordination. Language-particular terms for 
converbs are “gerund” (Romance linguistics), “adverbial participle” (Slavic linguistics), ‘‘abso- 
lutive’’, “conjunctive participle” (Indian linguistics), and others. See Haspelmath and Konig (1995) 
for a detailed cross-linguistic treatment of converbs. 

4. The obligatoriness of the construction is reflected in the fact that the morphological form irnexxa does 
not occur, at least not as a form of this lexeme—indirect-object agreement is also morphologically 
obligatory. 
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Noncanonical A/S marking in Icelandic 
AVERY D. ANDREWS 


Australian National University 


Non-canonically marked (non-nominative) A/S in Modern Icelandic are 
unusual in at least two respects. One is the extremely large number of pivot 
properties they possess. In many languages, there are only two or three gram- 
matical properties singling out A/S or any other kind of grammatical pivot, and 
sometimes none at all (Dixon 1994: 29-35). But in Icelandic, the last 20 years 
of research have turned up at least 13 distinct grammatical properties that group 
non-canonically marked A/S with regular nominatively case-marked ones, an 
unusually large number. The other is what one can call their ‘lexicality’: they 
clearly involve a capacity of verbs to idiosyncratically specify a specific case 
on some argument, rather than either invariant relations between cases and 
semantic roles, or clause-level constructions that mandate specific case-frames 
(Davies 1988). 

In the first section I will present a few of the criteria for identifying 
noncanonical A/S in Icelandic, and make a suggestion as to why they are found 
in Icelandic but not, it would appear, in the related language German, which is 
similar in many respects (but different in one that is very important, I propose). 
In the second section I will discuss their lexicality, and some consequent issues. 
Finally, in the third section I will consider some implications for the notions 
of A, S and O, arguing that while A and O seem well-supported as cognitive 
prototypes that receive consistent expression in the grammatical structures of 
languages, the status of S is less certain. 
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1. Motivation for ‘non-nominative subjects’ 


Icelandic is somewhat unusual in having a reasonably rich case-marking 
system, with inflectionally marked Nominative, Accusative, Genitive and 
Dative cases, together with a system of word-order which, although more flexi- 
ble than that of English, seems to be substantially constrained by grammatical 
relations. 


1.1 Canonical A/S (Subjects) 


The usual case for A and S is nominative, and for O accusative. A/S group to- 
gether opposed to O and other grammatical functions with respect to a very 
wide range of grammatical phenomena in addition to case-marking. The most 
obvious are agreement (A/S agree with main clause verbs in person and num- 
ber), and word-order. Although Icelandic would be traditionally described as 
having ‘S VOX’ (A/SVOX) basic word order, this basic option is supplemented 
by an extremely complex system of variants, which has been the subject of 
much recent work within the GB/Minimalist framework, recently surveyed by 
Jónsson (1996), with further interesting discussion by Thráinsson and Bobaljik 
1998). One of these variants is ‘inverted’ word-order, where some constituent 
(almost anything, but especially place and time adverbials) is preposed to initial 
position, and the verb goes second followed by A/S, yielding a PA/SVOX pat- 
tern, where ‘P’ represents the preposed constituent (this is traditionally referred 
to as a ‘topicalization’, although its actual discourse function is elusive, and has 
not been adequately described): 


(1) a. Einu sinnií fyrndinni bjó ríkur bóndi í 
one time in the-old-days dwelled rich:Nom farmer:NOM in 
Síðumúla í Hvítársíðu. 
Sidhumula in Hvitarsidha 
‘Once upon a time in the old days there lived a rich farmer at 
Sidhumula in the Hvitarsidha.’ 
b. Hann átti dóttur eina vaena. 
he:NoM had daughter:Acc a:Acc good-looking: Acc 
“He had a good-looking daughter.’ 


Although the ability to put almost anything first in inverted word order provides 
considerable flexibility, the possibilities are still constrained. For example AOV 
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order doesn’t seem to occur in texts, and is rejected by informants as ungram- 
matical. 

Another major variant is that an indefinite A/S' can be placed after the verb, 
with the initial position occupied by the expletive bao: 


(2) Pad sáu margir þessa mynd. 
it saw many this film 
‘Many people saw this film.’ 


An especially informative variant of these word-orders is when there is an 
auxiliary verb. Then, in the normal inverted order, the auxiliary comes in 
second position (after the preposed constituent), then the A/S argument, and 
then the main verb, followed by objects and other constituents.” So in these 
constructions, A/S are distinguished from O in that only the former can ap- 
pear preverbally (they can also appear after the main verb, as we will discuss 
later): 


(3) Það hafa margir séð þessa mynd. 
it have many seen this film 
‘Many people have seen this film.’ 
*það hafa séð margir þessa mynd 


In addition to this order-based distinction, there are very many more properties 
picking out S/A and opposing them to O, extensively discussed in the literature 
on ‘oblique subjects’, to which we now turn. 


1.2 ‘Oblique subjects’ 


In addition to ‘canonical’ verbs with an ordinary nominative A/S argument, 
Icelandic has a considerable variety of verbs with either no nominative argu- 
ment, or with one that seems to appear in a non-A/S position in the word-order, 
after the verb. In place of the expected nominative in preverbal position, an 
oblique nominal is usually found instead (there are also however verbs which 
take no preverbal nominal at all). To avoid prejudging what these obliques are, 
they are sometimes called ‘preverbal oblique nominals’ (PVONs). 

PVONs are found with verbs with either or two arguments, in a substantial 
variety of case-frames, illustrated below: 
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(4) a. Bdtnum hvolvdi. 

boat-the: DAT capsized 
“The boat capsized.’ 

b. Bátinn rak á land. 
boat-the: acc drifted to shore 
‘The boat drifted to shore.’ 

c. Verkjanna gætir ekki. 
pains:GEN is noticeable not 
‘The pains are not noticeable.’ 


(5) a. Strákana vantar mat. 
lads:acc lack food 
“The lads lack food.’ 

b. Henni  hefuralltaf pott Olafur leiðinlegur. 
her:DAT has always found Olaf:Nom boring 
‘She has always found Olaf boring.’ 

c. Mig iðrar pess. 
me: ACC regret this:GEN 
‘I regret this.’ 

d. Mig sækir syfja. 
me: ACC seeks sleepiness: NOM 
‘I am sleepy.’ 


The first set of examples shows the three possibilities for one-argument verbs. 
(a) and (b) are quite common, with quite a number of verbs taking dative and 
accusative sole arguments, while (c) is much more restricted: of basic lexical 
verbs only gæta and geta ‘be mentioned’ appear to take a genitive sole argu- 
ment (Sigurdhsson 1989: 201). In the second set of examples are two-argument 
verbs with either no nominative or one in postverbal rather than preverbal posi- 
tion. The A-A pattern of (a) is somewhat restricted, appearing with a number 
of verbs of lacking and a few others, while the D-N pattern of (b) is extremely 
common. A-G and A-N are on the other hand extremely rare, occurring with 
these verbs alone as far as I know (Yip, Maling and Jackendoff 1987: 230). The 
pattern of (d) appears furthermore to be idiomatic, so that A-N is not a produc- 
tive pattern with free choice of preverbal accusative and postverbal nominative. 

Although the preverbal obliques in these examples are appearing in a position 
that is appropriate for subjects, this fact alone is not very impressive, because 
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on the basis of the word-order in these simple examples alone, they could also 
be some kind of object, appearing initially in an inverted word-order construc- 
tion like those of (la). But there is a truly remarkable range of evidence that 
these PVONSs are in some sense subjects. Andrews (1976) adduced four argu- 
ments; by the time of Zaenen et al. (1985) there were eight, Sigurdhsson (1989) 
brought the total to eleven, while Jonsson (1996) adds two more to give a grand 
total of thirteen known to me at the moment. There is no reason to believe that 
there aren’t more. I am not aware of any other area in grammatical theory where 
there has been such a relentless accumulation of evidence for a non-obvious 
point of analysis. Since the subject-status of these PVONs has been discussed 
so extensively in the literature, I will here present only three of the many argu- 
ments that have been presented, from word order, obligatory subject omission, 
and reflexivization. 

The word-order argument is based on the fact that when an auxiliary is pres- 
ent in the inverted and subject-postposing orders, the preverbal oblique 
nominals appear after it and before the main verb, just like ordinary nominative 
A/S, and unlike accusative O: 


(6) a. Það hefur einhverjum þótt Olafur leiðinlegur. 
it has someone:DAT found Olaf: NOM boring. 
‘Someone found Olaf boring.’ 
b. Olafur hefurhenni alltaf þótt leiðinlegur. 
Olaf:NoM has her:DAT always found boring 
‘She has always found Olaf boring.’ 


Sentence (6a) has an expletive in the normal subject position, while (b) has the 
nominative topicalized and the dative in the position between the auxiliary and 
the main verb, a position forbidden to ordinary objects. The Experiencer dative 
in these examples can appear in the regular subject position between the auxil- 
iary and the main verb, while the Object-of-experience nominative cannot, in 
spite of its case-marking. So the grammatical behavior is treating the dative 
like an A/S, and the nominative like an O. Sentences showing this phenome- 
non don’t seem to be all that common in Icelandic writing at least, but it is 
possible to find them, such as the following from Thorsteinsson (1965: 102) 
(the search started on p. 7, the first page of real text, but I could have missed 
some in between): 
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(7) Ef bu skilur ekki staðreyndir, verður þér ekið eins 
if you understand not facts, will be you(DAT) driven 
og hjólbörum allt pitt líf. 
like wheelbarrow all your life 
‘If you don’t understand facts, you’ ll be driven around like a wheel- 
barrow your whole life.’ 


Here the conditional clause is triggering inversion of the auxiliary around that 
dative subject (which is a promoted dative object of a passivized verb). 

The next evidence I will present comes from infinitives. Icelandic infinitives 
obey a very strong regularity that can be formulated by saying that their sub- 
jects are always omitted: there is nothing like the for-to construction of English. 
For verbs with ordinary default case-marking, this omitted argument is simply 
the nominative, but for verbs with preverbal obliques, it’s the preverbal oblique 
that is suppressed: 


(8) a. Eg vonast til ao vanta ekki peninga. 
I hope towardto lack not money 
‘I hope not to lack money.’ 
b. Jón vonast til að líka þessi bók. 
John:Nom hopes toward to like this book 
‘John hopes to like this book.’ 


Note especially that in (b) it is the nominative argument that survives in the 
clause, with the Experiencer suppressed, which would be dative in a main 
clause: 


(9) Jóni líkar þessi bók. 
John:DAT likes this book:NOM 
‘John likes this book.’ 


It worth pointing out that infinitives with missing preverbal obliques are ex- 
tremely rare in texts (in reading five novels, I only found one), and somewhat 
impaired in acceptabilibty, relative to those with missing non-controversial 
nominative subjects. Being somewhat uneasy about their status, I did some 
questionaire work (Andrews 1990), and they seemed to come up unequivocably 
acceptable. Many Icelandic native speaker linguists have also written on the 
topic and found them to be acceptable. 

The final argument I will consider here is based on reflexivization. For many 
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speakers, the antecedent of a reflexive pronoun must be a subject (some speak- 
ers have exceptions to this), while there is also a very solid regularity that a 
non-nominative third person pronoun coreferential to the subject of its clause 
must be reflexive: 


(10) a. Sigga bardi mig með dúkunni sinni/*hennar. 

Sigga:NOM hit me:Acc with doll self’ s/her 

‘Sigga; hit me with her, doll’ 

(Hennar OK if not referring to Sigga) 
b. Ég barði Siggu med dúkunni hennar/* sinni. 

I:NoM hit Sigga:acc with doll her/*self’s 

‘I hit Sigga; with her, doll’ 
c. Siggu barði ég með dikunni hennar/*sinni 

Sigga: Acc hit I with doll her/*self’s 


The (c)-example shows that putting the O into initial position makes no differ- 
ence for Reflexivization. 

Dative PVONSs then are seen to behave like subjects in requiring third person 
pronouns in their clauses to be reflexive: 


(11) Henni pykir bróðir sinni/*hennar leiðinlegur. 
her:DAT thinks brother:NomM self’ s/her boring 
‘She; finds her, brother boring.’ 
(Hennar ox if it refers to a different person than henni) 


One significant feature of the construction above is while several of the two- 
argument verbs with PVONs have a typically animate and a typically inanimate 
argument, with the animate coming first, with the construction above it is quite 
common for both arguments to be animate; however the Experiencer still regu- 
larly comes first. Treating these PVONs as subjects explains these and many 
other of the properties they have been found to have. 

Icelandic makes an interesting contrast with German. It has often been 
pointed out that German has sentences which look like they might involve 
non-nominative subjects: 


(12) a. Mich — hungert. 
me: ACC hungers 
‘T m hungry’ 
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b. Mir wurde geholfen. 
me:DAT was helped 
‘I was helped.’ 


However, as discussed most recently by Jónsson (1996: 127-8), in these 
German constructions the PVONs fail all known tests for being subjects (and 
German word-order rules as presently understood will put them into their 
initial position regardless of whether they are subjects or not). Since German 
and Icelandic share a common origin and various typological similarities 
(such as flexible word order, frequent preposing of topics, a four-case system), 
it is an interesting question why they seem to differ with respect to oblique 
subjects. 

I suggest that it might be a matter of basic word-order. Icelandic is basically 
an SVO language, where auxiliaries can move forward to bracket a subject 
between themselves and a main verb. German on the other hand seems to be an 
SOV language where the topmost verb moves into second position, giving 
word-order contrasts such as these: 


(13) a. German: Ich habe den Mann gesehen. 
I have the:acc man seen 
b. Icelandic: Eg hef séð karlmanninn. 
I have seen the man 
‘I have seen the man.’ 


The overt word-orders of German clauses thus provide no clear motivation for 
oblique subjects, since the final position of the verb when an auxiliary is present 
doesn’t provide subjects with a position that is discernably different from that 
of objects. And while examples illustrating the appearance of PVONSs in this 
position, such as (7), are not immensely common, it certainly does not require 
heroic measures to find them.? 

Therefore I conjecture that in Icelandic, the overt word-order patterns provide 
the basic evidence to learners that PVONs are subjects, causing them to acquire 
grammars which impart to the PVONs a wide range of subject-properties, many 
of which would be extremely difficult to observe without elicitation. 

Indeed, the evidence causing learners to analyse PVONs as subjects (and 
therefore causing them to acquire harder-to-see properties such as susceptibility 
to Complement Subject Deletion, might be even closer to hand than the position 
of PVONSs in inverted word order. German can be described as a ‘fake SVO’ 
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language, in which an underlying SOV order is masked by a process putting the 
a finite verb into second position in main clauses. In subordinate clauses, even 
finite verbs appear in final position (this kind of argument was first made by 
Koster 1975 for Dutch): 


(14) Ich weiss, dass er das Buch gekauft hat. 
I know that he that book bought has 


Icelandic on the other hand, is a genuine SVO language where the verb retains 
its position between subject and object in a wide variety of environments, such 
as subordinate clauses, even when there is a preposed wh-word: 


(15) a. Egveit ad hann hefur keypt bókina. 
I knowthathe has bought the book 
‘I know that he bought the book.’ 
b. Egveit ekki, hvers vegna hann hefur keypt bókina. 
I know not, why he has bought the book 
‘I don’t know why he bought the book.’ 


PVONs appear reasonably often in the position immediately between a clause- 
introducer and the verb:* 


(16) Hann vildi ekki láta Sigurjón heyraað honum væri 
he:NOM wanted not let Sigurjón:acc hear that him:DAT was 
ekki saman. 
not same 


“He didn’t want Sigurjón to hear that it didn’t matter to him.’ 


It could be that in a language with genuine SVO order, appearance of an 
oblique case nominal in the subject position of subordinate clauses will be taken 
by learners as evidence for oblique subjects. 

Regardless of how these conjectures fare, we can certainly say that the 
PVONs in Icelandic are in some sense subjects (treated similarly to A/S) in the 
grammar of the language), though of course there is an issue of in exactly what 
sense. Note in particular that not only are they not nominative in case, but the 
verb does not agree with them, so they lack the two properties traditionally 
most strongly associated with subjects. But to procede further with such 
definitional issues, we would need to decide what we really mean by ‘subject’, 
a difficult matter and perhaps one that cannot be resolved without some arbi- 
trary decisions. 
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2. Lexicality 


Davies (1988) showed that in many languages, non-nominative (non-canonical) 
subjects could be regarded as an aspect of a specific clause-level ‘dative sub- 
ject’ constuction. In Icelandic however it is clearly a property not of the clause 
as a whole, but a feature of the specification that particular verbs impose on 
particular arguments, including primary and secondary objects as well as sub- 
jects. This is one form of ‘lexicality’ , but Icelandic non-nominative subjects are 
also lexical in another sense: although in many cases the choice of non-nomina- 
tive case can be predicated from the meaning, there appear to be genuine excep- 
tions to the regularities, whose exceptionality is revealed by the existence of 
trends for them to be regularized. By contrast, the semantics of non-nominative 
subjects in many other languages (Mohanan 1994, Onishi this volume) seems 
to be much more regular. 


2.1 Evidence for lexicality 


One indicator of lexicality is that although the examples I have given of oblique 
subjects so far all involve verbal predicates, they also appear with adjectival 
and nominal ones. Adjectival predicates (reasonably numerous) take only dative 
subjects, while nominal ones appear with either dative or genitive, although 
they are few and idiomatic: 


(17) a. Mér er kalt. 
me:DAT is cold 


‘Tam cold,’ 
b. bess er enginn kostur. 
that:GEN is no choice 


‘That is not an option.’ 
c. Honum er vorkunn. 

him:DAT is pity 

‘He is to be pitied.’ 


More important to the issue of lexicality is that in addition to noncanonically- 
marked A/S, Icelandic also has non-canonically marked O and double-O 
constructions. 

For normal transitive verbs, A is nominative and O accusative, but there are 
a substantial number of verbs with dative O, and some with genitive: 
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(18) a. Hann kastaði steinum í ljósastaur. 
he threw rock:DAT at lightpost 
‘He threw a rock at the lightpole.’ 
b. Egventi skipsins. 
I expected the ship:GEN 
‘I expected the ship.’ 


There is evidence too that these postverbal non-accusatives are in some sense 
direct objects, although nowhere near as much as for the subjecthood of the 
pre-verbal non-nominatives. 

One indication is that they can be passivized: 


(19) a. Steininum var kastað. 
the stone:DAT was thrown 
‘The stone was thrown.’ 
b.  Skipsins var vænt. 
the ship:GEN was expected 
‘The ship was expected. 


In these examples, as extensively shown in the literature, the ‘derived’ 
prenominal obliques show all the usual properties of ‘basic’ oblique subjects; 
for example they are obligatorily suppressed in infinitive constructions. 

Other evidence for the object-hood of these nominals is that they have the 
same range of positional possibilities as ordinary direct objects. A major topic 
of recent work in Scandinavian syntax, starting with Holmberg (1986) and re- 
cently surveyed by Jónsson (1996), is a phenomenon of ‘Object Shift whereby, 
in clauses without an auxiliary, a direct object can be placed either before or 
after a negative or certain adverbs, all of these appearing after the verb, which 
is in second position (or third, in embedded clauses with a complementizer or 
preposed Wh-word): 


(20) a. Jón las ekki þessa bók. 

John read not this book. 
‘John didn’t read this book.’ 

b. Jón las pessa bok ekki. 
John read this book not. 
‘John didn’t read this book.’ 

c. Jón hefur ekki lesið þessa bok. 
John has not read this book 
‘John has not read this book.’ 
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d. *Jon hefur lesið þessa bók ekki. 
John has read this book not 
e. *Jón hefur ekki þessa bók lesið. 
John has not this book read 


(a) and (b) illustrate the two positions of the negative versus the object in 
clauses with no auxiliary," (c) illustrates the only (non-inverted) order when 
there is an auxiliary, while (d) and (e) illustrate that the negative can’t be 
moved after the main verb nor the object moved before it, when there is an 
auxiliary. 

The O-hood of postverbal nonaccusative NPs is evidenced by the fact that 
they show up in the same range of positions in the same circumstances, for ex- 
ample Object-Shifted to in front of the negative, which is not possible for PPs: 


(21) a. Börnin sökuðu foreldranna ekki. 

the children missed parents-the:GEN not 
‘The children didn’t miss their parents.’ 

b. Jóni líkaði þessir sokkir ekki. 
John:DAT liked these socks:NOM not 
‘John didn’t like these socks.’ 

c. Jón las ekkium bókina. 
John read not about the book 
‘John didn’t read about the book.’ 

d. *Jón las um bókina ekki. 
John read about the book not 


These positional characteristics of O will also be relevant to the discussion of 
ditransitives immediately below. 

We have seen so far that the four cases can be assigned to A, S and O in a 
wide variety of combinations; even more variety appears when we look at 
ditransitives, verbs that take two unmarked NP’s, obligatorily postverbal (unless 
topicalized) when there is an auxiliary present. Cross-linguistically, such con- 
structions seem to divide into two types, ‘asymmetric’, where the apparent O’ s 
differ significantly in their grammatical properties, so that it seems appropriate 
to regard one of them as the real O, and ‘symmetric’ (first extensively exempli- 
fied for Kinyarwanda by Kimenyi 1980), where the apparent O have most prop- 
erties in common. Icelandic ditransitives fall into two groups. One is clearly 
asymmetric, while the other gives a superficial appearance of being somewhat 
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symmetric, but on careful examination is clearly asymmetric, but with choice 
of which NP is the actual O (Rögnvaldsson 1982, Holmberg and Platzack 1995: 
185-221). 

The apparently symmetric construction is by far the commonest, semantically 
characterized by having a Theme and a Recipient, grammatically by having the 
Recipient normally come first as a dative NP, the Recipient second as an accu- 
sative, but with the alternate order available as a marked option: 


(22) a Hann gaf Jóni bessa sokka. 
He:NoM gave John:DAT these socks: ACC 
“He gave John these socks.’ 
b. Hann gaf pessa sokka Jóni. 
he:NOM gave these socks: acc John:DAT 


The two orders are not free variants; the dative-second order requires that the 
dative be focussed. Corresponding to these two active orders are two passives, 
with the same focussing requirements on the dative if it is final (and now the 
sole postverbal argument): 


(23) a. Joni voru gefnir þessir sokkar. 
John:DAT were given these socks: NOM 
‘John was given these socks.’ 
b. Þessir sokkar voru gefnir Jóni. 
these socks:NOM were given John:DAT 
“These socks were given to John.’ 


As extensively discussed in the literature, the preverbal NP in each of these 
examples shows grammatical subject properties, except for case-marking and 
agreement in (a), where the auxiliary and the passive participle are both agree- 
ing with the postverbal nominal, which is on the present analysis a kind of 
second object. 

The existence of two passives, and two orders for the active, suggest this is 
a ‘symmetric’ double-object construction, where both of the two objects have 
access to object properties (although the focus restriction somewhat impairs the 
appeal of this), but closer examination shows that this impression is false. 

Rögnvaldsson (1982) shows that the constructions are not actually symmet- 
ric, but that the object that comes first has different properties (somewhat more 
subject-like ones, such as, for some speakers, the ability to antecede reflexive 
pronouns), and more recent investigations such as those of Holmberg and 
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Platzack have borne this out. If we think of passivizability as an indicator of O- 
hood, then the conclusion is that with these double-object verbs, there is a 
choice as to which postverbal NP is the actual O, the unmarked choice being 
the Recipient, but the Theme being able to be the O (with passivizability or 
immediate postverbal position) if the Recipient is focussed. 

The second class is much more diverse in the case-frames it involves, which 
are four: AD, AG, DD and DG. On the other hand the grammatical behavior is 
more uniform: the order is not freely variable (except via Heavy NP Shift, 
which has its own distinctive properties), and only the first nominal may be 
preposed in the Passive: 


(24) a. Jón leyndi börnin sannleikanum. 

John concealed children-the: acc truth-the: DAT 
‘John concealed the truth from the children.’ 

b. Ólafur spurði konuna margra spurninga. 
Olaf asked woman-the:Acc many questions:GEN 
‘Olaf asked the woman many questions.’ 

c. Þeir skiluðu Maríu bókinni. 
they returned Mary:DAT book-the:DAT 
‘They returned Mary the book.’ 

d. Sigga óskaði mönnunum góðrar ferðar. 
Sigga wished people-the:DAT good journey:GEN 
‘Sigga wished the people a good journey.’ 


For these verbs there is no choice of O; it must be the human Recipient/Looser 
rather than the Theme that is O. 

The facts presented above reveal clearly that noncanonical case in Icelandic 
is associated with specific semantic roles of specific predicates, rather than 
grammatical relations, or global properties of the sentence, such as modality or 
negation. The Recipient of gefa ‘give’ will for example be dative whether it is 
an O, a ‘second object’, or an S (via passivization). 

I now turn to discussing some further aspects of lexicality, first the semantic 
concomitants of noncanonical A/S, and secondly its interaction with valence- 
changing operations. 


2.2 Semantic Concomitants 


Andrews (1982) made some general statements about the semantic correlates 
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of oblique subjecthood in Icelandic. The most important observation is that it 
does not occur with arguments that one might describe as the semantic proto- 
type of ‘Agent’, that is volitional actions whose outcome is under the control 
of the doer (regardless of whether the verb is transitive or intransitive, that is 
whether the Agent is an A or an S). It is also observed that dative tends to be 
associated with psychological states, accusative with more physiological ones, 
although there doesn’t seem to be fully predictive principle here (gruna ‘sus- 
pect’ takes an accusative subject as the Suspector, for example). 

There seems to have been relatively little subsequent work on the semantics 
of the noncanonical cases, with the exception of an analysis of diachronic 
trends by Smith (1994, 1996), and a recent study (written in Icelandic) by 
Jónsson (1998), which provides a fairly comprehensive listing of verbs that take 
oblique subjects along with some classification of the semantic roles they occur 
with and related observations (including numerous semantic classes of verbs 
which never take noncanonical subjects). 

Perhaps the most important regularity is that non-nominative subjects are 
never true Agents. There are certain verbs with non-nominative subjects that are 
in some sense ‘active’: 


(25) Honum mæltist vel. 
he:DAT spoke well 
‘He spoke well.’ 


But it is a crucial feature of these verbs that they involve outcomes that are not 
truly under the control of the subject: one might call them ‘verbs of fortune’. 
Jónsson establishes this point clearly by showing that they can’t co-occur with 
adverbs that imply volitionality: 


(26) *Honum taladist vel fúslega. 
He spoke well eagerly 


A further observation he makes (pg. 24) is that Icelandic seems to make no use 
at all of oblique case-marking for distinctive marking of non-volitionality. As 
in English, there are verbs that can take either volitional or nonvolitional 
‘Agents’: 


(27) Jonthamarinn braut rúðuna. 
John/the hammer broke the window 


But there are no verbs at all that mark such a difference in use by putting the 
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subject into an oblique case when it is not volitional (one might call this ‘fluid 
A’ marking). Thus, in spite of the restriction that non-nominative subjects can’t 
be volitional, from a typological point of view Icelandic does not seem to be a 
language that marks volitionality. 

The other main regularity is that there is a strong association between the 
dative case on subjects and the Experiencer semantic role. This association is 
manifested in two main ways. First, although there are both verbs with accusa- 
tive and ones with dative (and also with either) case on their Experiencer 
subjects, there are many more dative ones (and only the dative appears with ad- 
jectives and fixed expressions).’ Secondly and more interestingly, Experiencer 
and only Experiencer accusative subjects suffer from an affliction called 
‘Dative Sickness’ whereby they are often converted to datives, both as a long- 
term diachronic trend, and also as a contemporarily observable “error’/change- 
in-progress (depending on one’s view of such things). So we have: 


(28) a. Mig/mér langar ao fara. 
me:ACC/DAT longs to leave 
‘I long to depart.’ 
b. Mig/mér vantar hníf. 
me:ACC/DAT lacks knife: Acc 
‘I don’t have a knife.’ 


Non-Experiencer accusative subjects don’t get replaced by datives: 


(29) a. Tréllskessunal*Tréllskessunni dagadist uppi. 
the troll-woman:acc/*DAT ‘got dayed-up’ 
‘The troll-woman got caught by daylight (and therefore turned to 
stone).’ 
b. Batinn/*bétnum rak á land. 
the boat:Acc/*DaT drifted to land 
“The boat drifted to land’ 


Instead they tend to be replaced by nominatives (Svavarsdóttir 1982: 22), which 
can also happen to dative subjects, a phenomenon called ‘nominative replace- 
ment’. This gives us examples like these alongside of the more traditional 
oblique subject versions above: 


(30) a. Eg langa ao fara heim. 
I:NoM long to go home 
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b.  Tréllskessan dagadist uppi. 
the troll-woman:NoM got dayed up 
c. Báturinn rak á land. 


the boat:Nom drifted to land 


So what we find is that noncanoncial case on subjects in Icelandic can be what 
one might call ‘doubly irregular’. The first level of irregularity is that oblique 
case on subjects is a minority, marked option in the first place. There is no 
known semantic category that requires an oblique case on its subject, although 
there are several that forbid it. The second level is a possibility for verbs whose 
non-nominative subject is an Experiencer. If these participate in the first level 
of irregularity by taking a non-nominative, there is a further regularity they can 
obey or override; obeying it they take a dative, overriding an accusative. Icelan- 
dic is thus clearly a major challenge for theories that require case-marking to 
be predictable from either semantic roles or basic syntactic configurations. 


2.3. Valence Change 


Icelandic has various valence change effects which interact in different ways 
with noncanonical case. On a fairly superficial view these include Passive, 
which we’ ve already discussed to a certain extent, a ‘Middle Voice’ formation 
process, and morphologically umarked transitive/intransitive relationships. 
We have already made the essential observation about the passive, which is 
that noncanonical case on the O is always preserved. But there is another inter- 
esting fact, which is that noncanonical case on the subject inhibits the passive. 
This is illustrated nicely in these examples from Van Valin (1991: 190-1): 


(31) a. Padvar talað í kirkjunni. 

it was talked in the church 
“There was talking/speaking in church.’ 

b. Honum maeltist vel í kirkjunni. 
him:DAT spoke well in the church 
‘He spoke well in church.’ 

c. *bad var mælst vel í kirkjunni. 
it was talked well in the church 


(32) a. Það oft mikið sofidí tímanun hér. 
it is too much slept in class-the here 
“There is too much sleeping in this class.’ 
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b. Hana dreymdi um hafið. 
her: acc dreamed about sea-the 
‘She dreamed about the sea.’ 

c. *það er oft mikið dreymt í timanun hér. 
it is too much dreamed in class here 


The verbs dreyma and mælast vel take accusative and dative noncanonical sub- 
jects, respectively while the semantically somewhat similar verbs sofa and tala 
take nominative ones. The latter can be (impersonally) passivized, but the for- 
mer can’t. Van Valin shows that no explanation can be found in the obvious 
factors such as the ‘middle’ morphology in (31) and the non-volitionality of the 
verb in (32), leaving the case-marking itself, or some close structural correlate, 
as the apparent conditioning factor (there are various possibilities; sorting them 
out is beyond the scope of this paper). 

A contrast with the passive are detransitivized ‘middle’ verbs, which end in 
a suffix -st, diachronically derived from the reflexive pronoun sik.’ With these 
verbs, middle-Formation strips noncanonical case from a Theme or Patient O, 
so that the resulting S is canonical in its case-marking (Sigurdhsson 1989: 
269-70): 


(33) a. Eg týndi tirinu. 
I lost the watch:DAT 
‘I lost the watch.’ 
b.  Urinu var tynt. 
the watch: DAT was lost 
“The watch was lost (by someone).’ 
c. Urid tydist. 
the watch:NoM lost.MID 
‘The watch got lost.’ 


Sigurdhsson notes that the Icelandic passive implies agency much more 
strongly than the English, as indicated by the ‘by someone’ in the glosses. The 
middle on the other hand does not seem to indicate an attribution of Agency. 
On this basis, it might be possible to construct a structural, synchronic account 
of the case-marking difference between the passive and the middle, but a simple 
diachronic explanation is also a possibility. 

This would be in terms of the idea that these noncanonical subjects might 
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have emerged as consequences of a fixing of word-order patterns from an ear- 
lier stage of considerable flexibility (similar to Greek, Latin and Sanskrit) to a 
more limited SVO pattern for basic clauses, with a “Verb Second’ constraint in 
marked clauses with a preposed (‘topicalized’) nonsubject consitituent. The 
passives would have originally been genuine impersonal passives, as found in 
German, with the oblique nominal a nonsubject, later reanalysed as a subject 
as a side-effect of appearing initially in the topicalization construction. The 
middle construction on the other hand is historically a reflexive; in the case of 
the detransitivizing middles the overt NP argument corresponds diachronically 
to the nominative subject; this nominative case has been preserved as a property 
of the construction. 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to be certain exactly when these construc- 
tions entered the language. Old Norse had similar although somewhat more 
extensive non-canonical case-marking of arguments, and apparent PVONs, but 
there doesn’t seem to be any really solid evidence that the Old Norse PVONs 
are truly subjects in any sense. Bardhdal (1997) argues from word-order that 
they are, but convincing demonstrations from further subject properties seem 
to be lacking (see also ROgnvaldsson1996). 

Icelandic finally has many cases where verbs can be used either transitively 
or intransitively; the intransitive counterparts often show the O-case non- 
canonically on the S: 


(34) a. beir hvolfa bátnum. 

they capsize the boat:DAT 
‘They capsize the boat.’ 

b. Badtnum holfvdi. 
the boat: DAT capsized 
‘The boat capsized.’ 

c. Þeir fylla bátinn. 
they fill the boat:acc 
‘They fill the boat.’ 

d. Bátinn fyllir. 
the boat: acc fills 
‘The boat fills.’ 


On the other hand other intransitives associated with transitives take nominative 
on their S, and a few allow variation: 
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(35) a. Vid hringdum bjöllunni. 

we rang the bell: DAT 
“We rang the bell.’ 

b. Bjallan/*bjöllunni hringdi. 
the bell:NoM/*DaT rang 
‘The bell rang.’ 

d. Sjorinn braut bátinn í spón. 
the sea: NOM broke the boat: acc into spoon 
“The sea broke the boat into pieces.’ 

e. Bátinn/báturinn brauti spón. 
the boat:Acc/Nom broke into spoon 
‘The boat broke into pieces.’ 


While Sigurdhsson enumerates many of these types and makes some formal 
proposals for sorting them out, it is not clear that these proposals go signifi- 
cantly beyond a simple relabelling of the phenomena,’ without relating them in 
a clear way to independently observable behavior. So the true nature of these 
unmarked transitivity alternations remains mysterious. It is also worth pointing 
out that in many cases there are idiosyncracies in the semantic relationships 
between the transitive and intransitive members of the pairs, for example transi- 
tive reka means ‘drive’, while when intransitive with an accusative subject it 
means ‘drift’. 

Jónsson (1998) also points out that the ‘bare’ intransitive verbs with oblique 
subjects tend to have narrower meanings than the corresponding middle verbs 
with nominative ones. For example fylla with an accusative subject can only 
refer to a boat filling with water, while fyllast with a nominative can be a boat, 
bathtub or anything else that is fillable. 

At present then, valence alternations don’t seem to show very much about 
noncanonical case-marking other than that it must in some sense be associated 
with semantic roles rather than for example with grammatical relations per se, 
although they do provide an interesting illustration of the limitations of purely 
synchronic analysis conducted in ignorance of potential historical explanations 
for patterns in the data. 
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3. A, S and O reconsidered 


The A and O categories seem to be straightforward and well-supported in Ice- 
landic. We have observed that O is confined to a position after the verb (unless 
of course it is preposed by some operations such as Topicalization or Wh- 
Movement), while the normal position of A is before it. Furthermore, with 
ditransitive verbs, one of the two NP complements seems to be clearly distin- 
guished as the O, as indicated by positional properties and susceptibility to 
passivization. And in terms of canonical form of expression, nominative case 
(and agreement on the verb) is clearly the default for A, and accusative case the 
default for O, since these are the cases found on active, intentional Agents of 
a two-participant event, and usually, on Patients of such events that undergo a 
change of state (but there are some systematic near exceptions: participants that 
are caused to move by for example being thrown are normally in the dative. 
Noncanonically marked A and O on the other hand normally diverge from the 
semantic prototype for A and O, although I am aware of some exceptions in the 
case of O; the verb bana ‘slay’ for example takes a dative object, however the 
more prosaic drepa ‘kill’ takes accusative. 

The situation with S on the other hand seems to be significantly more ob- 
scure. In terms of marking, the canonical case for S is clearly nominative. But 
there is a difficulty with the S notion in that it is not clear that there is any ca- 
nonical position for S. Rather there seem to be different positions available for 
A-like and O-like S. 

To develop this point we need to say more about the possible positions 
for A. Thráinsson (1986) argued that there was in Icelandic an important dif- 
ference between sentences with and without an auxiliary, in that the former, 
but not the latter, had a VP containing the verb and its subcategorized comple- 
ments. Part of the evidence for this is that there are various elements that can 
appear between the main verb and one of its complements when an auxiliary 
is absent, but not when one is present (although some of these elements can 
however shift all the way to the end of the sentence). Amongst the things that 
behave like this are transitive subjects, that is, A (Thráinsson and Bobaljik 
1998: 56): 


(36) a. bad hefur einhver köttur étið mýsnar. 
it has some cat eaten the mice 
‘A cat has eaten the mice.’ 
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b. *bad hefur étið einhver köttur mýsnar 


Such a subject can also appear after the verb and its other complements if it is 
‘heavy’ (Rögnvaldsson 1982). 

The standard interpretation of these phenomena is that auxiliaries take some 
kind of VP or clause-like complement that appears in overt structure, whereas 
clauses without auxiliaries either lack such a complement at all levels (Sells 
1998) or lose it via some kind of process of “VP-disintegration’, assumed to 
be associated with movement of V out of the VP into a higher functional 
projection. 

It can then be said that A can therefore be described as appearing externally 
to the VP, while O appears within it. The behavior of S is however mixed. 
Some instances of S, which we can describe as A-like, have to be external to the 
VP, while others, which we can describe as O-like, may appear within it or 
outside of it (see Thráinsson and Bobaljik 1998 for discussion of the semantic 
effects): 


(37) a. bad höfðu komið gestir í heimsokn. 
it have come guests in visit 
‘Guests have come for a visit.’ 
b. bad hafa verið settir þrír diskará borðið. 
it have been set three plates on the table 
‘Three plates have been set on the table.’ 


(38) a. Gestir höfðu komið í heimsokn. 
guests have come in visit 
‘Guests have come for a visit.’ 
b. Þrír diskar hafa verið settir á borðið. 
three plates have been set on the table 
‘Three plates have been set on the table.’ 


Maling (1988) observes that the VP-internal position is possible only for an S 
that is a Theme or Patient (moved or affected entity) rather than for example a 
Goal or Experiencer. 


(39) a. ??Það var hjálpað gamalli konu með farangurinn. 
it was helped old woman:DAT with luggage 
‘An old woman was helped with her luggage. 
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b. *Það hafði leidst mörgum börnin. 
it has boredmany children:DAT 
‘Many children were bored.’ 
c. *Það hafði vantað marga stúdenta peninga. 
it has lacked many students: acc money:ACC 
‘Many students lacked money.’ 


All of the examples of (39) can be rendered acceptable by shifting the immedi- 
ately postverbal NP one word to the left, to a position between the auxiliary and 
the main verb. 

This would seem in fact to be an instance of the ‘split S’ phenomenon, 
wherein S seems to divide into two types, an S, type with behavior similar to 
A, and an S, type with behavior similar to O. Such behavior appears in a partic- 
ularly obvious form in the Austronesian language Acehnese, as described by 
Durie (1985), in which Agentive S have almost the same grammatical treatment 
as A (there are slightly different NP-marking possibilities), while Patientive S 
have identical treatment to O, but many languages show some form of split S 
effect, as discussed generally by Dixon (1994: 71-83). 

Such behavior in Western European languages was first noted by Perlmutter 
(1983) for Italian (see also Burzio 1986), and Icelandic resembles Italian in 
that the O-like properties are relatively cryptic and hard to observe, rather than 
being clearly manifest in the morphology (however in Italian there has been 
considerably more evidence amassed about different grammatical behavior of 
S, and S,). 

In Icelandic (and in Italian) we in fact have a twofold problem with S, first 
the familiar problem of the existence of a lexical split in grammatical behavior 
of S between A-like and O-like, and the other a structural split in the realization 
of the semantically O-like one, either in a normal A or a normal O position. 
Discussing other cases of such ‘split S’ phenomena, Dixon (1994: 75) says that 
‘careful study of the grammars of split-S languages shows that they do work in 
terms of a unitary S category, without this being subdivided, for certain gram- 
matical purposes, into S, and S,”. However in the cases I am familiar with, the 
shared properties are always shared with either A or O, or sometimes both. In 
Acehnese, for example (Durie 1985), S, and S, share certain core argument 
properties (such as the ability to appear preverbally with both A and O), while 
in Icelandic, the two kinds of S both share with A the property of being nom- 
inative by default (unless lexically specified as otherwise), and, if they are 
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nominative, of having person and number agreement with the verb. What seems 
to be missing are cases where S, and S, share properties that are not shared by 
either A or S. 

In terms of grammatical behavior, S, seems to share virtually all of its gram- 
matical behavior with A, even to the point of undergoing (impersonal) 
passivization. The relation between S, and O is however less clear. Jonsson 
(1996) observes that S, has the ‘downstairs’ (O-like) property of allowing a 
negative determiner to be licenced by the negation marker ekki, which is not 
possible for NPs in the subject positions (however it is not clear to me that lin- 
ear order couldn’t be the relevant factor here; this would be quite unexpected 
in the framework Jónsson is applying, but not necessarily in others): 


(40) a. *Neinn télva var ekki keypt. 
any computer was not bought 
b. *Pad var neinn tölva ekki kepyt. 
it wasany computer not bought 
c. Það var ekki kepyt neinn tölva. 
it was not bought any computer 
‘No computer was bought. 


On the other hand S seem to also have certain ‘upstairs’ (A-like) properties, 
such as the ability to licence infinitival adjuncts: "° 


(41) a. *Þeir kusu einhvern leikara til forsetaembættis, 
their elected some actor: ACC to presidency 
Þrátt fyrir að veraalgért  fifl. 
despite for to be complete fool 
b. bad var kosinn einhver leikari til 
it was elected some actor to 
Forsetaembeettis, þrátt fyrir að vera algjört  fifl. 
presidency, despite for to be complete fool 
‘Some actor was elected president, in spite of being a complete fool.’ 


In Icelandic, S therefore appears to show a complex combination of A and O 
properties. 

What I would instead suggest is that S is not actually a primitive concept of 
syntactic structure. Rather syntax involves a number of interacting but distinct 
subsystems, responsible for linear order, case-marking, ellipsed argument 
construal, etc. A and O are then grammatico-semantic primitives in the sense 
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that they are based on semantic concepts which are given a consistent treatment 
by the syntactic systems of any language (although different languages of 
course treat them differently, and this consistent treatment may involve system- 
atic options, such as the split between Actor and Patient Focus constructions in 
Philippine languages). 

A and O are then techniques used by grammars to express the Acting and 
Acted-upon participants in a class of event that humans find especially interest- 
ing (actions with a Doer and a Done-to), and therefore tend very strongly to be 
expressed in a consistent way in their languages, but they also function as major 
‘poles of attraction’ for the expression of arguments that don’t fit the core se- 
mantic characterization for A and O (such as the ‘hearer’ and ‘heard’ arguments 
of the verb hear). Amongst the attractees, I suggest, are sole core arguments 
(traditional S), which then wind up sharing features with A, O or both, subject 
to complex conditions that vary with the language. 

Regardless of how this issue is resolved, the last 25 years of work on Icelan- 
dic reveals how close study of a language of a supposedly familiar type can turn 
up a range of ‘exotic’ phenomena with considerable typological relevance. 


Notes 


1. More precisely, ‘weakly quantified’ in the sense of Barwise and Cooper (1981). The following 
abbreviations are used: ACC=accusative; DAT=dative; GEN=genitive; MID=middle voice; 
NOM=nominative. 

2. There are however constructions in which quantified objects precede the main verb, obligatorily if 
they are negatively quantified (Rögnvaldsson 1987), but Jonsson (1996: 82-6) shows in considerable 
detail that this is not a basic word-order, but a kind of ‘extraction’ phenomenon. 

3. Are they unexpectedly rare? I don’t have adequate evidence about this, but the thirteen-page story 
of the 100 or so that I looked at to find (7) (constituting the story Dagsénn vid Ana, Thorsteinsson 
1965: 7-19) contains about 390 clauses, twenty of which have inversions caused by initial adverbial 
material, and seven of which have oblique subjects. So one in 100 of these pages does not seem too 
much rarer than would be expected, but bigger numbers would be needed to draw solid conclusions. 
Several inversions per page, and one oblique subject for every two or three pages seems about right 
for the whole sample. 

. This example turned up seven pages into the story discussed in the preceding notes. 

. All finites and some infinitives. 

. This formulation is due to Holmberg and Platzack (1995), based on earlier work by Ottóson (1991). 

. InJénsson’s lists, 36 with the accusative, 133 with the dative, counting as Experiencer-subject verbs 
his categories of tilfinningasagnir (feeling verbs), likamssagnir (corporeal verbs, such as ‘be/feel 
cold’), and hugsunar- og skynjunarsagnir (thought and feeling verbs). 

8. See Anderson (1990) for a survey of the various kinds of -st-verbs and their properties. 

9. For example when nominative replaces oblique case, the phenomenon is described as ‘externaliza- 
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tion of the Patient theta role’, whereas when the oblique case is preserved it is ‘promotion in the 
syntax’, but this difference in mechanism doesn’t seem to explain any further phenomena. 
10. Gisli Jonsson, p.c. 
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Non-canonically marked S/A in Bengali 
MASAYUKI ONISHI 


Meio University 


1. Introduction 


Bengali is the easternmost language of the Indo-Aryan family. It is spoken by 
the majority of people in West Bengal (68 million in 1991) of India and in 
Bangaldesh (over 120 million). The data in this paper is based on the standard 
dialect of West Bengal which is commonly spoken by intellectuals in Calcutta. 

Typologically, Bengali is a Nominative-Accusative language with agglutina- 
tive (mostly suffixing) morphology. The basic order of clausal constituents is 
SV/AOV, and within the NP, all the modifiers (demonstrative, possessor, adjec- 
tive, numeral, nonfinite relative clause) precede the head. Case is marked on the 
head. 

Like many other Indian languages, Bengali has a large class of predicates 
which require S and A marked by non-canonical, typically Genitive, case. It has 
also three syntactic processes (‘deagentive derivations’) which demote Nomina- 
tive S/A to Genitive S/A or zero. Objective case is also used to mark S/A in 
certain constructions. In addition, S/A with indefinite referents in general state- 
ments can be marked by Locative case. 

This paper is organised as follows. In §2 I look at general properties of ca- 
nonically and non-canonically marked arguments occurring with various types 
of predicates in Bengali. $3 categorises all types of predicates discussed in §2 
and discusses the semantic difference between those which take Genitive S/A 
and those which take Nominative S/A. Syntactic properties of non-canonically 
marked S/A and the ways they differ from canonically marked ones are 
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discussed in §4. The summary of the discussion on syntactic properties is given 
in §4.7. Conclusions are drawn in §5. 


2. Defining S, A and O 
2.1 Canonically marked S and A 


In general, person/status of canonically marked S/A are obligatorily cross-refer- 
enced on the predicate. They are usually marked by Nominative case (cf. 
§2.1.1), but they may also be marked by Locative (cf. §2.1.2). 


2.1.1 Properties of nominative arguments 

Nominative is the unmarked case for nouns, and receives a distinct inflection 
in the case of pronouns. In either case, it is formally distinguished from other 
cases such as Objective, Locative and Genitive. A Nominative NP is in A func- 
tion if its predicate requires another NP argument in O function; otherwise it 
is S. 

An O NP is obligatorily marked by the Objective case suffix -ke if it has a 
definite human referent. Otherwise -ke marking is optional. O is usually un- 
marked if it has an inanimate referent, or an indefinite animate (nonhuman) 
referent.’ In the case of ditransitive verbs (both underived verbs such as ‘give’ 
and ‘tell’, and derived causative verbs such as ‘teach’ and ‘show’), the third 
‘animate’ argument (the Recipient, the Addressee, the person taught or shown, 
etc.) is always marked by -ke. Ambiguity arises between the two O’s if they 
both have a human referent. Word order does not give a clue either. Context or 
cultural assumption tells which is which. For example, in the following sen- 
tence, both readings are possible, but generally the first reading is preferred due 
to the cultural rule of the Bengali society. (Two O’s can be placed in reverse 
order without any change in meaning.) 


(1) [tumi]; [toma-r stri-keļ]o ækbar 
2ORDSG+NOM 2ORDSG-GEN wife-OBJ once 
[ama-r bondhu-keļo dækh-a-te par-o. 
1SG-GEN friend-OBJ see-CAUS-INF can-PRES+2ORD 


(i) “You (ordinary, sg) can show your wife to my friend’ 
(ii) ??*You (ordinary, sg) can show my friend to your wife.’ 


NON-CANONICALLY MARKED S/A IN BENGALI 115 


The person/status of Nominative S/A are marked on the verb, as shown in the 
above example where the second person ordinary status of the A argument is 
marked on the verb par- ‘can’. Second person inflection distinguishes three 
statuses (INTimate, ORDinary and HONorific) and third person two (ORDinary 
and HONOorific). First person has only one form. Number is not distinguished on 
the verb. 


2.1.2 Properties of locative SIA arguments 
Locative case is marked either by a suffix -e/-te/-y which is attached to a noun 
with an inanimate referent, or by a postposition kache which follows a noun 
with an animate referent or a personal pronoun in Genitive case. However, 
nouns with indefinite animate referents may take a Locative suffix (instead of 
the unmarked Nominative form) to function as S/A. No pronoun, however, can 
function as Locative S/A presumably because it has always a definite referent.’ 
Almost any predicate can occur with its animate S/A argument marked either 
by Nominative or Locative case. The semantic difference is predictable; the 
Locative argument has always indefinite and generic reference. 


(2) a. Kalke baRi-te onek lok — es-ech-en. 
one.day.removed house-L many people come-PERF-PRES+2/3HON 
“Yesterday many people (honorific) came to my house.’ 


b. Kalke chilo robibar. onek-e-i baRi-te 
one.day.removed be+PAST+30ORD Sunday many-L-EXC house-L 
chilen. 
be+PAST+2/3HON 


“Yesterday was Sunday. (Therefore) many (honorific) were at home.’ 


(3) a. Goru-ra ghas kha-cch-e. 
COW-PL grass eat-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
‘The cows are eating grass.’ 
b. Goru-te ghas kha-y. 
cow-L grass eat-PRES+3O0RD 
“Cows eat grass.’ 


In the above examples, the versions with a Nominative S and A, as in (2a) and 
(3a), respectively, describe specific events. The Locative versions refer to gen- 
eral facts which everyone knows, as in (3b), or describe a typical activity or 
state of indefinite unspecified referents, as in (2b). 
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Locative S/A show verbal agreement, as shown by the honorific second/third 
person inflection of chil- (the past stem of the existential copula ach-) in (2b). 
They behave basically in the same way as Nominative S/A with respect to all 
the syntactic criteria discussed in §4. The only exception is Future Imperative 
and Compulsion constructions which always require a second person S/A, and 
Cohortative constructions which always require a first person S/A (cf. §4.4). 
Since Locative cannot be marked on a pronoun, it cannot occur in these 
constructions. 

As mentioned above, Locative S/A can potentially occur with any predicates 
which require Nominative S/A. Thus I will not discuss the semantics and syntax 
of predicates requiring Locative S/A any further. Their syntactic behaviour is 
summarised in Table 4 in §4.7. 


2.2 Non-canonically marked S/A 


There are two types of non-canonically marked S/A in Bengali—Genitive S/A 
and Objective S. Genitive S/A occur most frequently, with a wide range of 
predicates and also in derived constructions. Objective S occurs only with three 
types of predicates—one of which is a derived construction. 


2.2.1 Genitive SIA 


2.2.1.1 Overview. Bengali has a wide range of predicates which require a 
core NP in Genitive, not Nominative, case. Such an NP exhibits syntactic S/A 
properties, notably Possessor-marked S/A of nominalised clauses, control in 
coreferential deletion of S/A arguments in complement clauses, reflexivisation 
and pivot cotrol in ‘conjunctive participle constructions’ (cf. §4.6). I will treat 
them as S/A according to these criteria.* They, however, may not have other 
properties which characterise canonically marked S/A. For example, they do 
not trigger verbal agreement. There are constraints on the ways coreferential 
deletion operates. They also cannot form causatives. See §4 for a detailed 
discussion. 

Predicates which require a Genitive S/A are typically complex verbs which 
consist of a verb (such as h2- ‘become’, kər- ‘do’ and pa- ‘get’) and another 
obligatory element which could be an unmarked noun, as in (4), an adjective, 
as in (5), a noun in Locative case, as in (6), an adverb, or an onomatopoeic 
word. These constructions are traditionally called ‘conjunct verb’ constructions 
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in the literature (Masica 1991: 368-9). Verbs used in these constructions are a 
kind of predicator verbalising the preverbal elements (cf. Sarkar 1975: 20ff.). 
Those verbs constitute a closed set. Preverbal elements, on the other hand, are 
an open class. I will call the former ‘simple verbs’, the latter ‘coverbs’, and the 
whole verb complexes ‘complex verb constructions’ hereafter. (The first two 
terms are used to describe similar constructions in Australian languages, cf. 
Dixon forthcoming.) 

Simple verbs and coverbs are separate phonological words. In that respect we 
cannot distinguish them from a normal combination of a non-complex verb and 
its NP argument(s). There is, however, some syntactic evidence which shows 
that a coverb and a simple verb are more tightly linked than an ordinary NP 
argument and a non-complex verb. For example, nominal coverbs cannot take 
attributes as freely as normal NP arguments can. Instead, an adverbial element 
often precedes and modifies the whole construction. (It cannot usually be in- 
serted between a coverb and a simple verb.) Nominal coverbs do not show any 
of the syntactic properties shared by canonically marked S, A or O. In general, 
complex verb constructions tend to be less transitive or intransitive, even if they 
have simple verbs such as pa- ‘get’ and dhor- ‘hold’ (cf. (4)) which function as 
plain transitive verbs when used independently.® 

The following are the examples of intransitive complex verb constructions 
which require a Genitive S argument. They always take a neutral third person 
ordinary inflection regardless of the person/status of the Genitive argument. 


(4) [Ama-r], matha dhor-ech-e. 
1SG-GEN head hold-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I have a headache. [lit. It head-holds of me.]’ 


(5) [Ama-r], bhalo lag-ch-e. 
1SG-GEN good be.attached-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
‘Iam feeling good. [lit. It is attached good to me.]’ 





At first glance the Genitive ama-r in (4) looks like the Possessor of the follow- 
ing noun matha ‘head’. This analysis certainly explains the historical source of 
this kind of construction (cf. §3.2), but in Modern Bengali Genitive arguments 
occurring in complex verb construcions, in general, are not the Possessors. 
Phonologically there is a fall in pitch in the first syllable of the word immedi- 
ately following the Genitive NP which signals that the latter is an independent 
syntactic element. Syntactically, it can be placed quite freely after the predicate 
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for focus or for conveying additional information, which would not be possible 
if it is the modifier of matha ‘head’. 

Some complex verb constructions require an O NP in Objective case. The 
Genitive core argument in such a case is regarded as A. The verb again takes 
a third person ordinary inflection. 


(6) [Ama-r], [toma-ke], mon-e poR-be. 
1SG-GEN 2ORDSG-OBJ mind-L fall-FUT+2/30RD 
‘I shall remember you.’ 


(7) [Ama-r], [ca], bhalo lag-e. 
1SG-GEN tea good be.attached-PRES+30RD 
‘I feel good about tea.’ 


In general, we cannot determine whether the unmarked NP with a nonhuman 
referent is E (in unmarked Nominative case) or O (in Objective case), unless we 
can replace it with a noun/pronoun with a definite human referent and see 
whether it takes the Objective suffix -ke or not. In (7), ca ‘tea’ is in Objective 
case because toma-ke ‘20RDSG-OBJ’ in (8) occupies the same slot. 


(8) [Ama-r], [toma-ke], bhalo lag-e. 
1SG-GEN 2ORDSG-OBJ good be.attached-PRES+30RD 
‘I feel good about you.’ 


In the following construction expressing Possession, the copula verb ach- 
‘have’ takes a Nominative argument and cross-references its person/status. 


(9) Ama-r baba achen. 
1SG-GEN father be/have+PRES+2/3HON 
‘I have a father. [lit. Father is to me.]’ 


The status of the Genitive and Nominative arguments in (9) is controversial. See 
the discussion in Klaiman (1981: 27-9) and Shibatani and Pardeshi (1999). The 
Genitive argument of this construction shares some syntactic properties with 
other Genitive S/A (see the discussion in §4.2 and §4.6), while the Nominative 
one shares morphological properties with canonical S/A (but not O). I regard the 
Genitive argument as S and the Nominative argument as E in this construction, 
but their status is not as clear-cut as in the case of other Genitive constructions 
where the second element functions either as a coverb (in which case the Geni- 
tive NP is S) or an O argument (in which case the Genitive NP is A). 
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2.2.1.2 Syntactic types of predicates—fluid systems and ho-deagentivisation. 
Verbal predicates of Bengali which require Genitive S/A can be classified into 
several types according to the following criteria: 


1. Whether they are complex or non-complex. 

2. Whether or not they have corresponding predicates which require canoni- 
cally marked (Nominative/Locative) S/A. 

3. If they have, what kind of correspondence there is between the Genitive and 
canonically marked versions in terms of their syntactic structure. Are the 
former derived from the latter? Are they lexical pairs? 

4. What is the transitivity status of the predicate with a canonically marked 
S/A, and of the predicate with a Genitive S/A? 


A small number of predicates requiring Genitive S/A have no corresponding 
canonically marked versions. They can be either non-complex or complex. Ach- 
‘have’ in Example (9) is anon-complex predicate of this kind, while (4) and (5) 
represent complex ones. They are mostly intransitive, but some verbs can func- 
tion transitively (cf. bhalo lag- ‘feel good (about)’ in (5) and (7)).’ 

Predicates with a non-canonically marked S/A can be derived from predicates 
with canonically marked S/A in the following ways: 


a. One is underived, and the other is derived by “ha- deagentivisation’. 

b. Both are complex verb constructions: one contains the simple verb hə- 
‘become’, and the other, kər- ‘do’. 

c. The two are lexical pairs. 


‘ho- deagentivisation’’ is a derivational process where the original Nominative 
S/A argument is demoted to Genitive, and the verb is nominalised and followed 
by the auxiliary ho- ‘become’. Examples (10a) and (11a) show underived ver- 
sions of type (a) predicates with a canonically marked S/A. Their non-canoni- 
cally marked counterparts are illustrated with (10b) and (11b). The predicate 
with a canonically marked S/A can be non-complex, as in (10a), or complex, 
as in (11a). It can be either intransitive, as in (10a), or transitive, as in (11a); in 
either case the corresponding predicate with a Genitive S/A maintains the same 
transitivity value. If the original verb is transitive, the O NP is not affected by 
this derivation, as (11b) shows. 


(10) a. [Tumi], okhane ge-le na keno? 
2ORDSG+NOM there g0-PAST+20RD NEG why 
‘Why didn’t you go there?’ (Assumed that you changed your mind.) 
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b. [Toma-r], okhane ja-wa_ ho-lo na keno? 
2ORDSG-GEN there go-VN become-PAST+3ORD NEG why 
“Why didn’t you go there?’ (Assumed that it is due to some external 


cause.) 


(11) a. [Tumi], [bondhu-ke],, Teliphon_kor-ech-o? 
2O0RDSG+NOM friend-oBJ telephone do-PERF-PRES+20RD 
‘Have you made a telephone call to your friend?’ 
b. [Toma-r], [bondhu-ke], Teliphon kor-a 
2ORDSG-GEN friend-oBJ telephone do-vN 
ho-ech-e? 
become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘Have you finished your telephone call to your friend?’ 





In the predicates of type (b), complex verb constructions with h2- ‘become’ 
and kər- ‘do’ as a simple verb constitute a non-canonically marked and canoni- 
cally marked pair. They could be both intransitive, as in (12a) and (12b), both 
transitive, as in (13a) and (13b), or transitive and intransitive, as in (14a) and 


(14b), respectively." 





(12) a. [Ami], apis-e ta-r songnge dekh-a 
1SG+NOM Office-L 30RDSG-GEN with see-VN 
kor-ech-i. 


do-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I met him in the office (by appointment).’ 

b. [Ama-r], rasta-y ta-r songnge dekh-a 
1SG-GEN street-L 30RDSG-GEN with see-VN 
ho-ech-e. 
become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I met with him on the street (by accident).’ 


(13) a. [Ami], [toma-ke], khub pachondo kor-i. 
1SG+NOM 2ORDSG-OBJ very liking do-PRES+1 
‘I like you very much.’ (According to my own criteria.) 
b. [Ama-r], [toma-ke], khub pachondo ho-y. 
1SG-GEN 2ORDSG-OBJ very liking | become-PRES+30RD 
‘I like you very much.’ (According to some (socially) set criteria.) 
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(14) a. [Tini]; [ama-ke]o khub hingsa _ kor-en. 
3HONSG+NOM 1SG-OBJ very jealousy do-PRES+3HON 
“He/she (honorific) is very jealous of me.’ (Simply describing 
his/her personal reaction to my achievement.) 

b. [Ta-r], ama-r_ opor khub hingsa hə-y. 

3HONSG-GEN 1SG-GEN on very jealousy become-PRES+30RD 
‘He/she (honorific) becomes very jealous of me.’ (He/she cannot 
overcome the jealousy because he/she is incapable of doing what I 
can do.) 


Verbs such as pa- ‘get’ and kər- ‘do’ may also be used as simple verbs in 
canonically marked and/or non-canonically marked versions. 


(15) a. [Tumi], ato lojja 
2O0RDSG+NOM that.much hesitation 
kor-ch-olpa-cch-o keno? 





do-IMPERF-PRES+2ORD/get-IMPERF-PRES+20RD why 

“Why are you hesitating so much?’ (You can do whatever you like!) 
b. [Ama-r],;  [bhasur-er songnge kotha bol-te|coup, 

1SG-GEN brother-in-law-GEN with words say-INF 

lajja kər-elhə-y. 

hesitation do-PRES.3ORD/become-PRES.3ORD 

‘I hesitate to talk with my brother-in-law.’ (This is a semi-tabooed 

relationship.) 





Predicates of type (c) are lexical pairs one of which requires a canonically 
marked S/A and the other a non-canonically marked S/A. They could be intran- 
sitive or transitive, but usually both predicates have the same transitivity value. 


(16) a. [Tini], has-ch-en. 
3HONSG+NOM laugh-IMPERF-PRES+2/3HON 
“He/she (honorific) is laughing.’ 
b. [Ta-r], hãsi pa-cch-e. 
3HONSG-GEN laugh get-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (honorific) is feeling like laughing.’ 


(17) a. [Ami], [jinis-Ta], ca-i. 
1SG+NOM thing-DEF want-PRES+1 
‘T want (to have) that thing.’ 


122 MASAYUKI ONISHI 


b. [Ama-r], [jinis-Ta], cai. 
1SG-GEN thing-DEF need 
‘T need that thing.’ 


In the above examples, (16a) describes a controllable activity, while (16b) 
expresses a state. (17a) expresses a (controllable) wish, while (17b) indicates 
a necessity. Note that the Present suffix -i of ca-i in (17a) cross-references 
the first person A, while cai in (17b) is a non-inflecting predicate requiring a 
Genitive A. 

To sum up, non-canonically marked predicates which require a Genitive S/A 
can be classified as set out in Table 1, according to the syntactic criteria men- 
tioned in the first part of this section. 





Table 1. 
With Genitive S/A With Nominative/Locative S/A Examples 
(non-canonically marked (canonically marked predicates) 
predicates) 
(i) hə- deagentive non-complex verb (10) 
Gi) hə- deagentive complex verb (typically with kər-) (11) 
(iii) complex verb (typically with h2-) complex verb (typically with kər-) (12)-(15) 
(iv) complex verb non-complex verb (16) 
(v) non-complex verb non-complex verb (17) 
(vi) non-complex verb none (9) 
(vii) complex verb none (4), (5), (7), (8) 


2.2.2 Objective S 
NPs in Objective case function as S in the following constructions. 


1. Complex verb constructions consisting of a causative verb dækh-a- ‘show’ 
+ an adjectival coverb with the meaning ‘look ~’. They are intransitive. (18) 
illustrates the construction with a coverb sundor ‘beautiful’. 


(18) Oi jama-Ta  por-e [ta-ke], khub sundor 
that clothes-DEF wear-CP 3ORDSG-OBJ very beautiful 
dekh-a-cch-e. 
see-CAUS-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (ordinary) looks very beautiful wearing those clothes.’ 


In the above example, the Objective ta-ke is the only core argument this 
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complex verb construction requires. This Objective argument shows a syntactic 
S property. It is coreferential with the A of the conjunctive participle por-e, and 
thus functions as the pivot of the two clauses (cf. $4.6). 


2. The non-complex verb mana- ‘suit’ also takes an Objective S. 


(19) Oi jama-Ta _ por-le [ta-ke], khub mana-y. 
that clothes-DEF wear-COND 30RDSG-OBJ very suit-PRES+3ORD 
“When he/she (ordinary) wears those clothes he/she looks very attrac- 
tive.’ 


3. A predicate which requires a canonically marked S/A can occur as an infin- 
itive complement of the auxiliary hv- to constitute an obligation construction. 
The S/A of the original predicate occurs as a derived S in Objective case. 
(Verbs which require a Genitive S/A cannot occur as infinitives.) 


(20) [Ama-ke], nije [kaj-Ta _ kor-te] copy. 
1SG-OBJ EMPH work-DEF do-INF 
ho-ech-e. 
become-PERF-PRES+3 ORD 

‘I had to do the work by myself.’ 


The S argument in Objective case in any of the constructions above has fewer 
S/A syntactic properties than S/A arguments marked by Genitive case. See the 
discussion in §4. 


3. Predicates with non-canonically marked S/A and semantics of 
fluidity 


3.1 Semantico-syntactic classification of predicates with non-canonically 
marked S/A 


Table 2 presents the list of non-canonically marked predicates according to the 
semantico-syntactic classification discussed in the introductory chapter of this 
volume. Each class of verbs is checked with regard to fluidity and the syntactic 
types discussed in §2.3. 

Some predicates in Class I-IV require subordinate structures involving 
complementation, nominalisation and derivation. One type is the derived 
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Table 2 





Predicate class 


Types of non-canonically marked S/A 


Predicate type 


Corresponding canonically 
marked predicate 





Ia (‘physiological states’) 


Ib (‘psychological states’) 


Ila ‘see’ 

IIb ‘know’ 
IIc ‘like’ 

Id ‘look for’ 
Ile ‘follow’ 
If ‘help’ 

Ig ‘speak to’ 
Ih ‘resemble’ 


Ila (wanting) 
IIb (necessity/obligation) 


Ic (capability/possibility) 


Ild (trying/success/failure) 
Me (evidence) 
IV (happenings) 


Gen S (‘feel hot’, ‘feel good’, 
“be hungry’, ‘have a headache’) 
Gen S (‘hurt’) 


Gen S (‘be chilled’, “be sick’, ‘tolerate’) 


Gen S (‘cough’, ‘feel like laughing’) 


Gen S (‘be afraid’, ‘be jealous’, “be proud’) 
Gen S (‘hesitate’, “be piqued’, ‘be angry’) 


Gen A (‘see’) 

Gen A (‘remember’, ‘believe’ ) 
Gen A (‘like’, ‘fear’) 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Gen S (‘be similar’) 

Obj S (‘look good/bad etc.’) 
Obj S (‘suit’) 

Gen S (‘hope’, ‘wish’) 

Gen A (‘need’) 

Gen S (‘be necesssary’, ‘should’) 


Obj S (‘should, must’) 

Possessor of VN (‘be possible’, 

‘be natural’, ‘be easy’, ‘be difficult’) 
No overt S/A (‘possible’) 

Gen S (‘try’) 

Gen S (‘seem’) 

Gen S (‘be late’, ‘profit’, ‘meet’) 
Gen S/A (deagentivised verbs) 


V (possession/existence/lacking) Gen S (‘have’, ‘suffice’) 


complex (vii) 


non-complex (vi) 
complex (iii) 
complex (iv) 
complex (iii) 
complex (iii) 
complex (iv) 
complex (iii) 
complex (iii) 


complex (vii) 
complex (vi) 
non-complex (vi) 
complex (iii) 
non-inflecting verb 
adjective/ 
non-inflecting verb 
hə- obligation (vii) 
adjectives 


ja- deagentives 

hə- deagentive (ii) 
complex (iii) 
complex (iii) 

hə- deagentives (i/i1) 
non-complex (vi) 


none 


none 
complex 
non-complex 
complex (tr) 
complex (intr) 
non-complex 
complex 
complex 


none 
none 

none 

complex 
non-complex (‘want’) 
none 


none 
none 


non-complex/complex 
complex 

complex (‘think’) 
complex 
non-complex/complex 
none 
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‘obligation’ construction (Class Ib) which consists of an Objective S/A, an 
infinitive verbal clause and the auxiliary hə- (cf. §2.2.3(3)). See the discussion 
on other types in §4.1.2 and §4.2. 

Non-canonically marked verbs derived by deagentivisations are discussed in 
§2.2.1.2 and note 9. Hə- deagentives usually require a Genitive S/A,"' while ja- 
deagentives (expressing possibility) do not have an overt S/A. 


3.2 Semantics of fluidity 


Klaiman (1980b, 1981) argues that the semantic parameter which crucially 
distinguishes canonically marked from non-canonically marked S/A construc- 
tions in Modern Bengali is ‘volitionality’. She tries to prove this by contrasting 
the behaviour of canonically marked predicates with that of corresponding non- 
canonically marked predicates in a number of syntactic environments (Klaiman 
1981: 37-46). These tests certainly establish that non-canonically marked predi- 
cates denote nonvolitional states/activities. However, they fail to prove that 
canonically marked predicates always denote volitional activities." 
For example, observe the following: 


(21) a. [Tren-Ta], bhison deri kor-ech-e. 
train-DEF terribly late do-PERF-PRES+30ORD 
‘The train has been terribly late.’ 
b. [Tren-Ta-r], bhison deri ho-ech-e. 
train-DEF-GEN terribly late become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘The train has been terribly late.’ 


It is difficult to argue that difference between (21a) and (21b) lies in the pres- 
ence or absence of volitionality on the part of ‘the (driver of the) train’. (21a) 
is uttered when the speaker thinks that the delay of the train could have been 
avoided, or at least minimised, if proper care had been taken (i.e., in the 
speaker’s view, the driver of the train is in some way responsible for the delay). 
(21b), on the other hand, is uttered when the speaker thinks that the train came 
late due to some uncontrollable circumstances (i.e., in the speaker’s view, the 
driver of the train is not responsible for the delay). Note that the choice between 
(a) and (b) depends on how the speaker sees the whole situation. It may be that 
(21a) is merely an expression of frustration on the part of the speaker, and in 
reality the delay was caused by an unavoidable accident. 

The semantic feature which distinguishes the two versions is better labelled 
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as ‘control’. Typically in the case of predicates of Class IV, the canonically 
marked version describes an event as something which can be controlled, at 
least to some extent, by the main participant in the event, while the non-canoni- 
cally marked version describes it as something uncontrollable. This semantic 
contrast of control and noncontrol is either indicated by the opposition of the 
two simple verbs—kor- ‘do’ and hə- ‘become’—as in the above examples, or 
by an agentive verb and its deagentivised version. Note that the non-canonically 
marked version often implies perfective aspect which seems to be related to the 
semantics of the auxiliary h2- ‘become’—cf. (11b). 

Hə- deagentivisation probably comes diachronically from a construction 
where the Genitive argument (denoting the Agent of the event described by the 
verb) functions as the Possessor of the nominalised verbal clause, and the whole 
Possessed clause stands as S of the predicate hs- ‘become/happen’ (cf. 
Chatterjee 1975, Klaiman 1981): 


Genitive NP + Verbal Noun Clause + become/happen 


This Genitive NP acquired the status of S/A at some stage. Some of the ho- 
versions as opposed to kər- with a nominal coverb may be the variant of a 
deagentive, having been formed by deleting the verbal noun kor-a. 

Deagentivisation has become productive relatively recently in the history of 
the Bengali language. In Middle Bengali, inflected passive was used more fre- 
quently. The development of deagentivisation parallels the demise of inflected 
passive in Modern Bengali. One of the main semantic differences between in- 
flected passive of Middle Bengali and deagentive constructions of Modern 
Bengali is that in the inflected passive noncontrol predicates such as ‘die’ and 
‘be lost’ could be passivised (cf. Klaiman 1981: 84), while such predicates 
cannot be deagentivised in Modern Bengali. The semantic parameter of ‘con- 
trol’, therefore, was not articulated in the grammar of Middle Bengali as clearly 
as it is in that of Modern Bengali. 

Genitive S/A constructions of the predicates which express physiological and 
psychological experiences (Classes Ia and Ib), and mental activities (Classes IIb 
and IIc), have a much longer history. In Middle Bengali, NPs in Genitive, Loca- 
tive and Objective cases could occur as S/A of the predicates denoting those 
‘subjective’ experiences (Klaiman 1981: 46ff.). Among them, the most com- 
mon pattern was: 


Genitive NP + body part (L) + sensation/feeling (NOM) + 
be/become/happen 
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The Genitive argument of this type seems to have referred originally to the 
inalienable Possessor of the body part. The Experiencer/Patient status of the 
Possessor was then focussed on, and acquired S/A status at some stage. In mod- 
ern Bengali, some predicates still preserve a Locative noun referring to a body 
part, as in (6). Other predicates don’t require it, as in (13b), (14b) and (15b) 
where the presence of a Locative noun mon-e ‘in (my) mind’ is expected. This 
Genitive construction eventually got generalised, and started being used instead 
of all the other oblique subject constructions with ‘subjective’ predicates in 
Middle Bengali. 

Thus, in Modern Bengali, we identify at least two major types of Genitive 
constructions which have distinct origins and belong to different semantic 
fields. 

Note that many of the ‘subjective’ predicates of Class Ia, Ib, IIb and IIc have 
corresponding predicates with a canonical S/A. Semantic difference between 
the two versions of these predicates, however, is not so transparent as that of 
Class IV predicates. 

In the case of those which express emotional attitudes such as ‘like’ (13), ‘be 
jealous’ (14) and ‘hesitate’ (15), the canonically marked version seems to indi- 
cate that the Experiencer has more freedom in initiating or expressing his/her 
emotion, while the non-canonically marked version indicates that he/she is 
merely a passive Experiencer of the feeling. In the case of those which express 
physiological experiences, the canonically marked version either describes a 
controllable activity itself rather than a sensation caused by a physical state as 
in (16a), or describes a process as if it is somehow controllable in analogy to 
Class IV predicates, as (33b) and (34b) in §4.3.2 exemplify. 


4. Syntactic properties 


In this section, I will examine the syntactic properties of canonically marked 
and non-canonically marked S/A in some detail. 
In general, canonically marked S/A show the following syntactic properties: 


1. They control or undergo deletion of S/A in the complement clause which is 
coreferential with the S/A in the main clause. 

2. They can stand as Possessor-marked S/A of nominalised clauses. 

3. The predicates which require canonically marked S/A can be causativised 
if they are mono-syllabic roots. 
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4. They can stand as S/A in Imperative constructions. 
5. They can stand as an antecedent of a reflexive pronoun. 
6. They can function as a pivot in conjunctive participle constructions. 


4.1 Coreferential deletion of SIA in complement 


4.1.1 Predicates requiring canonically marked SIA with a clausal complement 
Verbs such as ca- ‘want’ (Class IIa), as exemplified in (17a), par- ‘can’ (Class 
IIc, expressing controllable abilities), pa- ‘get (Class IIc, expressing inherent 
abilities), ceSTa kər- ‘try’ (Class IId) and suru kər- ‘begin’ (Class IV) require 
acanonically marked S/A. They all take an infinitive verbal clause as a comple- 
ment.” Infinitive verbs which occur in the complement clause of those verbs 
always require a canonically marked, and not Genitive or Objective, S/A argu- 
ment which must be deleted under identity with the S/A of the main verb. This 
is only expected since those predicates imply control over the activity described 
by the complement. e.g. (Compare the following with (16a), (16b) and (18), 
respectively): 


(22) a. Tini [hãs-te]comp, ceSTa kor-ch-en. 
3HONSG+NOM laugh-INF efforts do-IMPERF-PRES+2/3HON 
‘He/she (honorific) is trying to laugh.’ 

b. *Tini [hdsi pe-te]comp, ceSTa kor-ch-en. 

3HONSG+NOM laugh get-INF efforts do-IMPERF- 
PRES+2/3HON 
“*He/she (honorific) is trying to feel like laughing.’ 

c. *Tini [sundor dekh-a-te| coup, ceSTa 
3HONSG+NOM beautiful see-cAUS-INF efforts 
kor-ch-en. 
do-IMPERF-PRES+2/3HON 
“*He/she (honorific) is trying to look beautiful.’ 


The canonically marked verb bol- ‘tell’ takes two O’s—which refer to an 
Addressee and a Message, respectively—and an infinitive complement clause 
may fill the Message slot. The S/A of the complement must always be canoni- 
cally marked (referring to a Controller), and be coreferential with the O (and be 
deleted). This is again expected because the verb indicates that the O referent 
does something on his/her own initiative. For example, compare the following 
with (12a) and (12b): 
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(23) [Se]o [ama-ke], [ta-r baba-r songnge 
30RDSG+NOM 1SG-OBJ 3ORDSG-GEN father-GEN with 
dekh-a kor-tel*ho-te|coyp,, bol-ch-e. 
see-VN do-INF/*become-INF tell-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (ordinary) is telling me to see his/her father.’ 


The verb de- ‘give’ expressing permission also takes an O NP and an infinitive 
complement. Exactly the same constraint applies to this verb and its arguments. 

Two perception verbs—deekh- ‘see’ and son- ‘hear’ —take an O, and optionally 
an infinitive verbal clause. This construction describes the spontaneous percep- 
tion of an ongoing activity. Again, the infinitive requires a canonically marked 
controller S/A which must be deleted under identity with the O of the main verb. 


(24) [Ami], [ta-ke], [mucki mucki hds-te| coup, 
1SG+NOM 3ORDSG-OBJ secretly smile-INF 
dekh-ech-i. 


see-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I saw him chuckling.’ 


In all the cases discussed in this section, predicates which require a canoni- 
cally marked S/A delete a canonically marked S/A in the complement clause 
under identity. Predicates which require non-canonically marked S/A cannot 
occur in the complement clause of this type. 


4.1.2 Predicates requiring non-canonically marked S/A with a clausal 
complement 

There are quite a few predicates which require both a non-canonically marked 
S/A and a clausal complement. They all belong to Class Ib and IMI. 

Some of the Class Ia intransitive predicates such as lojja ho-/kor- ‘hesitate’, 
as in (15), bhoy ho-/kar- ‘be afraid’, and bhalo lag- ‘feel good’, as in (5), can 
optionally take an infinitive complement. In either case, the infinitive verb re- 
quires a canonically marked S/A which must be coreferential with the Genitive 
A of the main clause. 


(25) [Nij-er | sombondhe nije bol-teļcomp, [ama-r], boRo 
self-GEN about EMPH Say-INF 1SG-GEN very.much 
lajja kor-e. 
hesitation do-PRES+30RD 
‘I hesitate very much to say anything about myself.’ 
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The non-canonically marked predicates iccha kər- ‘wish’ and iccha (ach-) 
‘have a wish’ (Class IIIa) also take a clausal complement. The former takes an 
infinitive clause, and the latter a verbal noun clause in Genitive case (which 
functions as the Possessor of the coverb iccha ‘wish’ ). In both cases the com- 
plement clause requires a canonically marked S/A coreferential with the Geni- 
tive S of the main clause. 


(26) [Ta-r], [toma-r songnge kotha bəl-a-r]compL 
3HONSG-GEN 2ORDSG-GEN with words say-VN-GEN 
khub iccha (ache). 


very wish be+PRES+30RD 
“He/she (honorific) has a strong wish to have words with you (ordi- 
nary singular).’ 


The Class IIIb predicates which require a Genitive S/A show various subordi- 
nating strategies. Among them, the non-inflecting transitive verb cai ‘need’, as 
exemplified in (17b), can take a verbal noun clause in O slot. The S/A of the 
verbal noun occurs as its Possessor if it is non-coreferential with the Genitive 
A of cai, but it is deleted if it is coreferential. The S/A of the verbal noun must 
be canonically marked. (See the discussion on the rest of the (nominal and ad- 
jectival) predicates in §4.2 below.) 

Another non-inflecting verb ucit ‘should’ requires a Genitive S and a verbal 
noun complement. In this case, interestingly, a predicate with a Genitive 
(coreferential) S/A is marginally allowed to occur as a complement. In the fol- 
lowing example, lajja pa- is a predicate requiring a canonically marked S, while 
lajja hə- requires a Genitive S (cf. (15)). Possessor-marked NP toma-r, then, 
corresponds to the Nominative/Locative and Genitive S, respectively, of these 
predicates: 


(27) Toma-r [lojja pa-walhə-wa]sugcr ucit. 
2ORDSG-GEN hesitation get-vN/become-vN should 
“You should feel hesitated/ashamed.’ 


To conclude, when coreferential deletion occurs in Bengali, the main pred- 
icate may require either a canonically marked or a non-canonically marked 
S/A. The S/A in the complement clause (which is deleted under identity with 
the S/A of the main clause), on the other hand, is usually marked canonically, 
although predicates with a non-canonically marked S/A are marginally allowed 
in some case. 
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4.2 Possessor-marked SIA of nominalised clauses 


Some adjectives function as predicates of Class Ib and IIc. They include: 
dorkar ‘necessary’, sombhob ‘possible’, sabhabik ‘natural’ and koTHin ‘diffi- 
cult’. They require a nominalised clause in their subject slot. Such a nominal- 
ised clause is preceded by a Possessor-marked NP (in Genitive case) which 
corresponds to the S/A of the original verb. 

In (28a), the copula ach- ‘have’ requires a Genitive Possessor, and a Pos- 
sessed NP in Nominative case (cf. (9)). In (28b), the nominalised form of the 
copula thak-a occurs as the subject of the adjectival predicate sabhabik ‘natu- 
ral’. The original Genitive NP stands as the Possessor-marked NP preceding the 
whole nominalised clause. This shows that in the original construction (28a), 
the Genitive Possessor td-r, and not the Nominative Possessed argument stri 
‘wife’, shows an S (or A) property. 


(28) a. Tã-r stri achen. 
3HONSG-GEN wife have+PRES+2/3HON 
‘He has a wife.’ 
b. Ta-r [ei boys-e stri thak-a-i] suger Sabhabik. 
3HONSG-GEN this age-L wife have-vN-ExC natural 
‘It is only natural for him (honorific) to have a wife in his age.’ 


Note, however, that neither deagentivised verbs nor predicates which require 
an Objective S can stand as nominalised subjects. Compare the following 
with (18): 


(29) *F-rokom bhalo jama _ por-le tã-r [sundər 
this-kind good clothes wear-COND 3HONSG-GEN beautiful 
dækh-a-no-i] suger sabhabik. 
see-CAUS-VN-EXC natural 
‘*As he/she (honorific) wears such good clothes, it is only natural 
for him/her to look beautiful.’ 


In sum, both canonically marked S/A and underived Genitive S/A can stand 
as the Possessor-marked NP when the original verbal predicate is nominalised. 


4.3 Causativisation 


Bengali has no passives and applicatives (as defined by Dixon and Aikhenvald 
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1997). ‘Deagentivisations’, which demote the Nominative S/A to Genitive, are 
discussed in §2.2.1.2. In this section, causativisation is discussed. 

Causative verbs are derived from both intransitive and transitive verbs requir- 
ing canonically marked S/A, by attaching the suffix -a ~ -i to them. The root of 
such a verb must be monosyllabic. Verbs with polysyllabic roots cannot be 
causativised. 

In the case of intransitive verbs, S becomes O and a new A is introduced. 


(30) a. [Jol], phuT-ech-e. 
water boil-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘The water boiled.’ 
b. [Ami], [jal] phuT-i-ech-i. 
1SG+NOM water boil-CAUS-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I boiled the water.’ 


In the case of transitive verbs, there are two types according to the status of 
the demoted A. 


1. In the first type, the original O stays as it is, the original A is demoted to an 
Instrumental (expressed by a postpositional phrase consisting of an Objective 
NP + die ‘by’ or a Genitive NP + dara ‘by’), and a new A is introduced. E.g.: 


(31) a. [Tini]; [ciTHi-Ta], poR-ben. 
3HONSG+NOM letter-DEF read-FUT+2/3HON 
‘He/she (honorific) will read the letter.’ 


b. [Ami] ewa tã-ke dieltã-r dara [ciTHi-Ta]o 
1SG+NOM 3HONSG-OBJ by 3HONSG-GEN by letter-DEF 
pakR-a-bo. 


read-CAUS-FUT+1 
‘I will make him/her (honorific) read the letter.’ 


2. In the second type, the original O stays as is, the original A becomes another 
O, and a new A is introduced. Verbs which belong to this class describe activi- 
ties which affect the physical or mental state of the referent of A (cf. Klaiman 
1981a). They include kha- ‘eat/drink’, por- ‘wear’, bojh- ‘understand’, dekh- 
‘see’ (cf. (1)), etc. 


(32) a. [Chele-Ta], [bhat], khe-ech-e. 
boy-DEF meal eat-PERF-PRES+30RD 
“The boy had a meal.’ 
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b. [Ami]ney a  [chele-Ta-ke], [bhat]o kha-i-ech-i. 
1SG+NOM boy-DEF-OBJ meal eat-CAUS-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I assisted the boy in having a meal./ I treated the boy with a meal.’ 


In general, verbs which take a Genitive S/A cannot be causativised. There 
are, however, a few apparent exceptions. The predicate THaNDa lag- ‘be 
chilled’ which requires a non-canonically marked S, exemplified in (33a), has 
a form with a causative marker THaNDa lag-a- which occurs with a Nomina- 
tive S, as in (33b). The same pattern is observed with nak Dak- ‘snore’, as in 
(34a), and nak Dak-a-, as in (34b). Note, however, that versions (b) have no 
causative meanings. Moreover, even the transitivity value of the predicates (b) 
remains the same as that of the predicates (a). 


(33) a. [Ama-r], ThaNDa leg-ech-e. 
1SG-GEN coldness be.attached-PERF-PRES+3 ORD 
‘T have caught a cold.’ 
b. Baire gi-e [ami], ThaNDa 
outside go-CP 1SG+NOM coldness 
lag-i-ech-i. 
be.attached-c AUS-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I went outside and (as a result of this foolish act) have caught a cold.’ 





(34) a. Ghumo-le-i [td-r], nak Dak-e. 
sleep-COND-EXC 3HONSG-GEN nose call-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (honorific) snores whenever he/she sleeps.’ 
b. [Tini], nak Dak-a-cch-en. 
3HONSG+NOM nose call-CAUS-IMPERF-PRES+2/3HON 
“He/she (honorific) is snoring.’ 





THaNDa ‘coldness’ and nak ‘nose’ in the above examples are coverbs, as de- 
fined in §2.2.1.1. The semantic contrast between (a) and (b) is analogous to the 
one between the predicate which requires a non-canonically marked S/A and 
the one which requires a canonically marked S/A (cf. §3.2). The versions 
(a) express spontaneous processes/states which are totally uncontrollable. The 
versions (b), on the other hand, describe processes as if they are partially con- 
trollable by the affected participants. 
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4.4 Imperatives 


Simple Imperative verbs can have a canonically marked S/A in any person/ 
number. With a first or third person S/A, they expresses a hortative meaning: 


(35) a. Tumi kaj-Ta  kər-o. 
2O0RDSG+NOM work-DEF do-IMP+20RD 
“You (ordinary sG) do the work.’ 
b. Ami kaj-Ta  kor-i. 
1SG+NOM work-DEF do-IMP+1 
‘Let me do the work.’ 


(36) a. Tomra ekhane es-o. 
2ORDPL+NOM here come-IMP+2ORD 
“You (ordinary sg) come here.’ 
b. Ta-ra ekhane as-uk. 
3ORD-PL+NOM here come-IMP+30RD 
‘Let them (ordinary) come here.’ 


In general, predicates with a Genitive S/A and an Objective S/A cannot enter 
into imperative constructions. 


(37) a. *Toma-rlama-r/ta-der ThaNDa 
2ORDSG-GEN/1SG-GEN/30RDPL-GEN cold(ness) 
lag-uk. 





be.attached-IMP+30RD 
“*May you/I/they have a cold!’ 





b. *Toma-ke sundor dekh-a-no _ ho-k. 
2ORDSG-OBJ beautiful see-cAUS-VN become-IMP+30RD 
“*May you look beautiful!’ 


The only exception are the predicates of Class IV. Some of them can occur in 
Imperative with a third person ordinary inflection, and the whole construction 
expresses a wish on the part of the speaker: 


(38) Ebare toma-der ranna ho-k. 
this.time 20RD-PL+GEN cooking become-IMP+3 ORD 
tar pore amra kha-bo. 


that-GEN after 1PL+NOM eat-FUT+1 
‘Let your cooking be finished. After that we will eat. 
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Deagentivised verbs can also occur in Imperative, but in this case the derived 
Genitive S/A do not occur: 


(39) Ebare  (*ama-der) ta-ke Taka-Ta_ de-wa 
this.time 1-PL+GEN 30RDSG-OBJ money-DEF give-VN 
ho-k. 





become-IMP+30RD 
‘Let him be given the money (*by us) this time!’ 


Apart from Simple Imperatives, Bengali has Future Imperatives, Compulsion 
Forms and Cohortatives. Future Imperatives and Compulsion Forms can occur 
only with a second person S/A. Cohortatives occur only with action verbs. Non- 
canonically marked predicates, either derived or underived, cannot occur with 
any of these forms. Locative S/A cannot occur in these constructions either, as 
mentioned in §2.1.2. 


4.5 Antecedent of reflexive pronoun 


Bengali has a reflexive/emphatic pronoun nij ‘self’. Reflexive meaning is not 
very often expressed by filling the O slot of a transitive verb by this reflexive 
pronoun, but this does occasionally occur. In such a case, either a canonically 
marked or a non-canonically marked A is the antecedent. 


(40) [Se], [nije-ke-i], baRomon-e_kor-e. 
3ORDSG+NOM Self-oBJ-EXc big mind-L do-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (ordinary) thinks highly of only himself/herself’ 


A far more common strategy, however, is for a transitive verb to take a body 
part nominal in O slot. 


(41) a. [Tusar]; ayna-y [mukh], dekh-ch-e. 
‘male.name’ mirror-L face see-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
“Tushar is looking at (his own/someone else’s) face in the mirror.’ 


As shown above, the inalienable Possessor of a noun is often not overtly ex- 
pressed in Bengali. The referent of the unexpressed Possessor of the O nominal 
in this case is potentially ambiguous, as indicated in the gloss. Alternatively, the 
Possessor may be expressed by the Genitive form of a personal and/or reflexive 
pronoun. 
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(41) b. [Tusar]; ayna-y [ta-r mukh], 
‘male.name’ mirror-L 3O0RDSG-GEN face 
dekh-ch-e. 


see-IMPERF-PRES+3ORD 
‘Tushar is looking at his/her face in the mirror.’ 


c. [Tusar]; ayna-y [(ta-r) nij-er  mukhļo 
‘male.name’ mirror-L 30RD.SG-GEN Self-GEN face 
dekh-ch-e. 


see-IMPERF-PRES+30RD 
“Tushar is looking at (his) own face in the mirror (and not other per- 
son’s).’ 


In (41b) ta-r ‘his/her’ can refer to Tushar himself or a third person other than 
Tushar, but it is usually an expression of a reflexive action, unless specified 
otherwise. In (41c), the antecedent of the reflexive Possessor nij-er is unambig- 
uously the Nominative A NP of the verb dækh- ‘see’. This sentence expresses 
a contrastive meaning as indicated in the brackets. 

In the case of predicates with a non-canonically marked A, the antecedent of 
the reflexive Possessor of O is again always the non-canonically marked A in 
the same clause. 


(42) [Nij-er chele-ke-i], to  [ta-r], bhoy 
self-GEN Sson-OBJ-EXC even 3ORDSG-GEN fear 
ha-y. 


become-PRES+30RD 
“He/she (ordinary) fears his/her very son.’ 


The foregoing discussion suggests that both canonically marked and non- 
canonically marked S/A function as the antecedent of a reflexive pronoun in O 
or Possessor function.'* 


4.6 Pivot in conjunctive participle construction (CPC) 


Klaiman (1981: 87) defines CPC as a construction where ‘one or more clauses 
are reduced, leaving unreduced a single clause whose predicate serves as the 
main verb of the entire sentence. The predicates of the reduced clauses take a 
particular nonfinite shape known as the conjunctive participle or CP? 

In general, CPC of Indian languages operates around both canonically 
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marked and non-canonically marked arguments which are categorically called 
‘subjects’ by many linguists. We need to examine the following points (as sug- 
gested in the Introductory chapter of this volume): 


1. What kind of S/A of the CP and that of the main clause are required to be 
coreferential (called ‘same subject conditions’, hence SSC); and 
2. Under this SSC, what kind of S/A is deleted (‘pivot conditions’, hence PC). 


Klaiman (1981) argues that Genitive and Objective arguments of Bengali are 
‘subjects’ on the basis of PC, i.e. all the core arguments marked by Nominative, 
Locative," Genitive or Objective case can stand as the Controller of PC. As 
regards (1), she notes that ‘the SSC applies to clauses which express volitional 
activity, and not to clauses which express nonvolitional activity’ (Klaiman 
1981: 120). She specifies the constraints on Modern Bengali CPC as follows: 
‘Any specified, volitional subject in a CPC tends to be interpreted as the subject 
of each subjoined clause.’ (Klaiman 1981) This generalisation seems to hold 
(except that I would use the term ‘controlling S/A’ instead of ‘volitional sub- 
jects’), as we will see below. But, then, SCS is crucially controlled by a Nomi- 
native/Locative S/A with a Controller referent, and not by those with a 
Noncontroller referent, especialy Genitive/Objective S/A. This suggests that 
although Nominative/Locative S/A and Genitive/Objective S/A can be grouped 
together with regard to coreferential deletion or pivot conditions, there is also 
a crucial difference between them with regard to the formation of CPC. 

In Bengali a CP is marked by the suffix -e which is attached directly to the 
verb stem. One can chain as many CP’s as one likes, if they have a coreferential 
S/A. A typical example of Bengali CPC is given below: 


(43) Ami baRi phir-e snan ser-e bhat khe-e 
1SG+NOM home return-cP bath finish-cp meal eat-cP 
bichana-y su-ech-i. 
bed-L lie-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I returned home, finished taking a bath, had a meal and lay in bed.’ 


The Nominative NP ami ‘T can be placed anywhere, but this NP is required 
by the finite verb su-ech-i, and not by the CP’s. This is proved if either a CP or 
the main verb has a coreferential Genitive or Objective argument: 


(44) ThaNDa leg-e ami bichana-y su-ech-i. 
coldness be.attached-cP 1SG.NOM bed-L lie-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I caught a cold (got chilled) and lay in bed.’ 
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(45) Okhane gi-e ama-der anek labh 
there go-CP 1SG-PL+GEN much profit 
ho-ech-e. 
become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
“We went there and benefited a lot.’ 


In (44), the CP requires a Genitive Argument ama-r (1SG-GEN) which is 
coreferential with the Nominative ami of the main verb so- ‘lie’. Only ami is 
allowed as an overt NP. In (45), the CP requires a Nominative A amra ‘we’ and 
the main verb the Genitive ama-der. Only the latter is allowed. Note that in 
either case the overt NP can be placed in sentence-initial position or after the 
main verb. (See also (18) where the Objective S in the main clause, and not the 
Nominative A of CP, stands as an overt NP.) 

Two clauses may have a coreferential Genitive S/A: 


(46) ThaNDa leg-e ama-r jor 
coldness be.attached-cP 1SG-GEN fever 
ho-ech-e. 


become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I got chilled and caught a fever.’ 


The same principle applies to (derived) Objective S/A, e.g., Genitive (CP) + 
derived Objective (main): 


(47) Bhoy ho-e ama-ke pali-e as-te 
fear become-CP 1SG-OBJ escape-CP come-INF 
ho-ech-e. 


become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I became afraid and had to escape and come here.’ 


Possible combinations of two clauses are listed in Table 3. 





Table 3. 

CP Main clause Overt NP 
(i) canonical (NOM/L) canonical (NOM/L) canonical (NOM/L) 
(ii) Genitive canonical (NOM/L) canonical (NOM/L) 


(iii) canonical (NOM/L) Genitive/Objective Genitive/Objective 
(iv) Genitive Genitive/Objective Genitive/Objective 
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The patterns (i) and (iii) are most commonly observed. In each case, the canoni- 
cally marked S/A of a CP typically refers to a Controller. As mentioned earlier, 
a canonically marked S/A denoting a Controller, if it exists, is the single most 
important factor of discourse organisation in Bengali. For this reason, there are 
some restrictions in the patterns (11) and (iv). 

In general, non-canonically marked predicates requiring Genitive S/A can 
occur as CP’s only if they have no corresponding canonically marked control- 
ling predicates. If there is a choice between canonically marked and non-canon- 
ically marked versions with clear semantic contrast (control vs. non-control), 
it is always the former which is chosen as a CP. Observe the following: 


(48) Ami toma-ke pochondo kor-e-i/*ho-e-i 
1SG+NOM 2ORDSG-OBJ liking do-cp-ExC/become-CP-EXC 
bie kor-ech-i. 


marriage do-PERF-PRES+1 
‘I married you because I liked you.’ 


(49) Ama-r deri kor-el*ho-e ekhane as-a 
1SG-GEN late do-cp/become-cP here come-vN 
ho-ech-e. 


become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘I came here late (lit. my coming here took place late); 


In (48) the Nominative A ami ‘T’ of pachondo kor- ‘like’ in CP is deleted under 
identity with the Nominative ami of bie kər- ‘marry’ in the main clause. Sim- 
ilarly, in (49), the Nominative S ami of deri kor- undergoes deletion under iden- 
tity with the Genitive S ama-r of the deagentive verb as-a ha-. The Genitive 
version with hv- is not allowed as a CP in either case. 

This means that the predicates with a non-canonically marked S/A which can 
occur in CP position mostly belong to Class I (and marginally to Class IIg and 
V, as exemplified in (50) below). Indeed, some Class I predicates can occur as 
CP’s even if they have canonically marked counterparts. Note that THaNDa 
lag- ‘be chilled’, as in (46), and bhoy hə- ‘become afraid’, as in (47), have 
canonically marked versions THaNDa lag-a-, as in (33b), and bhoy pa-, res- 
pectively. Any of these can occur as CP’s. This probably indicates that the 
canonically marked versions of these predicates do not really express 
‘control’ —they are developed in analogy to Class IV predicates, to add some 
nuance to the core meanings of uncontrollable subjective feelings. 
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In the case of Possessive construction with a Genitive and Nominative argu- 
ment, the Possessor in Genitive case can function as the pivot in CP in a set 
expression exemplified below (compare this with (9)): 


(50) Ama-r baba thek-e ki labh ho-lo? 
1SG-GEN father be/have-cP what profit become-PAST+30RD 
“What do I gain by having a father? (He might as well be dead.)’ 
(Klaiman 1981: 26) 


The above example gives another piece of evidence (in addition to the one dis- 
cussed in §4.2) that the Genitive argument, and not the Nominative argument, 
functions as S (or A). 

When there is no Controller argument in either CP or the main clause, 
SSC does not hold. The most obvious case is when the Nominative S/A of the 
conjunctive verb have an inanimate referent. This construction is possible 
only when the speaker sees the events described by the CP and the main 
verb as parts of a whole event either in terms of temporal, spatial, and/or causal 
relationship. '° 


(51) Ghor-e briSTi-r jol  Duk-e səb bichana 
room-L rain-GEN water enter-cp all bed 
bhij-e gæ-lo. 
get.wet-CP g0-PAST+30RD 
‘The rain water entered the room and all the beds got wet.’ 


The main clause may have a Genitive argument, as in (52a), or a canonically 
marked S/A denoting Noncontroller, as in (52b): 


(52) a. Tæks beR-e gi-e onek-er  kəSTo 
tax increase-CP go-cP many-GEN difficulty 
ho-ech-e. 
become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
“Taxes have increased and it became difficult for many people.’ 
b. Tæks beR-e gi-e onek-e kəSTo pe-ech-e." 
tax increase-CP go-CP many-L difficulty get-PERF-PRES+3ORD 
‘Taxes have increased and many have fallen into difficulties.’ 


On the other hand, if the canonically marked S/A of the main clause is a 
Controller, it demands SSC, so the following sentence is ungrammatical. 
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(53) *BriSTi poR-e casi-ra labh _ kor-lo. 
rain fall-cp farmer-PL profit do-PAST+30RD 
“*Rain fell and the farmers profited.’ (Klaiman 1981: 113) 


Note that even if an S/A of a CP has an animate referent different from that 
of the main verb, CPC may be allowed—under the conditions that S/A of the 
two clauses denote Noncontrollers, and the two events are semantically very 
closely related: 


(54) BhuTTo mar-a gi-e ta-r stri bidhoba 
Bhutto die-vN go-CP 3SG-GEN wife widow 
ho-lo. 
become-PAST+3 ORD 
‘Bhutto died and his wife became a widow.’ (Klaiman 1981: 115) 


The foregoing discussion on Bengali CPC highlights the following points: 


jasi 


. Both canonically marked and non-canonically marked S/A can function as 
the pivots of CPC. However, their behaviour is not uniform due to (2) and 
(3) below. 

2. Controller S/A (which are always canonically marked) have a special status 
in the thematic organisation of Bengali discourse. The predicate which has 
a Controller S/A must be chosen as a CP when a particular predicate has 
both a controlling and a non-controlling version. A controlling predicate also 
demands SSC when it occurs as a main predicate. 

. Non-controlling predicates including ‘subjective’ predicates requiring Geni- 
tive S/A (Class I) and some predicates requiring canonically marked S/A 
(such as mara ja- ‘die’) do not demand SSC. They can freely stand as CP’s 
and main predicates without maintaining SSC. 


W 


4.7 Summary 


In sum, canonically marked and non-canonically marked S/A in Bengali show 
the following properties set out in Table 4 (V indicates that the criterion in that 
row is satisfied by the type of the predicate in that column). Note that Locative 
cannot occur on pronouns, as discussed in §2.1.2. 

As shown above, Nominative and Locative S/A contrast with Genitive and 
Objective S/A in their morphological and syntactic behaviour. Among them, 
Objective occurs only with three types of predicates (cf. §2.2.3). Locative 
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Table 4 








Criteria Nominative Locative Genitive Objective 
(not on pronouns) 
Coding Properties: 
(i) Case marking canonical canonical non-canonical non-canonical 
(ii) Verbal Agreement Vv Vy no no 
Syntactic Properties: 
(i) Coreferential Deletion 
in Complementation 
(a) as main predicate V V class Ib/III class IIIb 
(b) in complement clause V V rare (class Ib) no 
(ii) Possessor-marked S/A y Vv only underived ones no 
of nominalised clause 
(iii) Causative V y no no 
Gv) Simple Imperative V V class IV no 
(in indirect sense) 
Other Imperatives vV N/A no no 
(v) Antecedent of Reflexive V V V y 
(vi) CPC 
(a) SSC V (Controller) V (Controller) no no 
(b) pivot in main clause V V V V 
(c) pivot in CP V V only class I (marginally IIg/V) no 
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is used only occasionally as an alternative marking for Nominative (§2.1.2). 

Among the predicates which require Genitive S/A, those which express phys- 
iological and mental experiences (Class Ia, Ib, IIb and IIc) and those which 
express uncontrollable activities (Class IV) are numerous. Structurally, most of 
the first type are complex predicates which have a different types of simple 
verbs, and coverbs including body part nominals and/or nouns/adjectives/ 
onomatopoeic words denoting sensations. The latter, on the other hand, often 
have ho- ‘become’ as a simple verb, and show a systematic opposition with 
predicates with kər- ‘do’ as a simple verb with a canonically marked S/A, de- 
noting controllable activities. 

As shown in the Table 4, different classes of predicates requiring Genitive 
S/A show different syntactic properties. The reason why derived (deagentiv- 
ised) predicates cannot occur as nominalised clauses with a Possessor-marked 
S/A (cf. syntactic property (ii) in Table 4) is simply due to the fact that derived 
structures involve nominalisation. Differences in behaviour in Simple Impera- 
tive and CPC formation, on the other hand, centre around the major semantic 
(and historical) division among the predicates with a Genitive S/A, namely 
those which express ‘subjective experiences’ and those which express ‘uncon- 
trollable activities’. 


5. Conclusion 


In this paper I discussed the syntactic properties of non-canonically marked 
S/A, and the types of predicates which require them. The following hierarchies 
have been established: 

1. Syntactic properties. Three properties—control over coreferential deletion 
in complement clauses, control over reflexivisation, and pivot control—are 
the strongest. They apply to all types of S/A. Other criteria are restrictive. 
Among them, Possessor-marking of S/A of nominalised clauses applies to 
both canonically marked and underived Genitive S/A (but exclude derived 
Genitive S/A and Objective S/A). Causativisation, Imperatives and SSC in 
clause linking, on the other hand, clearly distinguish between canonically 
marked and non-canonically marked S/A. 

2. Predicate types. Bengali has most syntactico-semantic types of predicates 
requiring non-canonical S/A discussed in my introductory chapter in this 
volume. The only exceptions are two-place predicates belonging to Class 
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IId—g. They particularly concentrate on two classes—Class I (and IIb, c) and 
Class IV. The former class is historically older. The latter has been devel- 
oped quite recently, but are now dominant in the grammatical system of 
Bengali. One consequence of this is that all the predicates of Class IV have 
corresponding canonically marked versions with fairly systematic marking 
and clear semantic contrast (non-control vs control), and many of Class I and 
IIb/c predicates have developed a similar contrast via analogy with irregular 
forms and less clear semantic contrast. 

3. Correlations between predicate types and syntactic properties. Genitive S/A 
show more S/A properties than Objective S/A. Among the predicates which 
require Genitive S/A, those of Class I which refer to physiological states can 
function as pivot in CP, while those of Class IV can be used in Simple Im- 
perative. The fact that the S/A of a Class IV predicate cannot function as a 
pivot in CP is due to the fact that the ‘Controller’ is preferred as a pivot, and 
Class IV predicates have always alternative controlling predicates. However, 
the fact that only Class IV predicates can occur in Simple Imperative may 
be significant. It may indicate that Genitive S/A of Class IV are gradually 
acquiring the properties shown by canonically marked S/A. 


We have seen that Bengali can use four cases for marking S/A arguments: 
Nominative, Locative, Genitive and Objective. These arguments display differ- 
ent sets of S/A properties. In general, Nominative arguments show all the S/A 
properties, Locative a little less (in that they cannot occur on pronouns), Geni- 
tive show some of them and Objective only a few. Schematically this hierarchy 
can be shown in the following way: 


(55) More A/S properties Less A/S properties 
Nominative Locative Genitive Objective 
ae = Canonical > < Non-canonical > 
Notes 


1. Idedicate this paper to Shri Keshab Chandra Sarkar who initiated me in Bengali in 1976 and has been 
a source of inspiration for my study since then. Some of the points in this paper emerged during the 
discussion with him in Calcutta. I am grateful to Shrimati Shephari De and Shri Siddharta De for 
carefully checking the examples given in this paper. I am also grateful to Professor Pabitra Sarkar for 
kindly providing me with a copy of his valuable unpublished dissertation. Ordinary disclaimers apply. 
The following abbreviations are used: CAUS=causative; CL =classifier; COMPL =complement clause; 


2. 


10. 
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COND=conditional; cp=Conjunctive Participle; DEF=definite; EMPH =emphatic pronoun; 
EXC=exlusive focus; FUT=future; GEN=genitive; HON=honorific; IMP=imperative; 
IMPERF=imperfective; INF=infinitive; L=locative; NOM=nominative; OBJ =objective; 
ORD=ordinary; PERF=perfect; PL=plural; PRES=present; QU=question particle; sG=singular; 
vN=verbal noun; 1 =first person; 2=second person; 3 =third person. 
Even in this case, however, -ke marking may occasionally be used for emphasis. See the discussion 
and examples in Masica (1980: 22-3). 


. The only exception is an archaic construction where first and second person singular pronouns in 


Locative case are juxtaposed to express reciprocal activities. 


. Genitive arguments in core function are often called ‘Dative subjects’ (e.g. Klaiman 1980b) follow- 


ing Masica 1976. The term is confusing. I simply call them Genitive S/A. 


. Lidentify fifteen simple verbs (cf. Sarkar 1975: 14ff. and Dakshi 1995: 181-6): h2- ‘become’; kər- 


‘do’; ach- ‘be’; rə- ‘remain’; pa- ‘get’; dhor- ‘hold’; lag- ‘be attached’; paR- ‘fall’; de- ‘give’; ne- 
‘take’; tol- ‘lift’; rakh- ‘keep’; kha- ‘eat’; mar- ‘hit’; and ja- ‘go’. 


. See Sarkar (1975: 27ff.) for semantic criteria used to define complex verb constructions. 
. Mon-e poR- ‘come to mind’ in (6) has a canonical version mon-e kər- ‘remember’. 
. See §3 for the discussion on the semantico-syntactic classification of these predicates, and particu- 


larly on the semantic difference between canonical and non-canonical versions. 


. This is traditionally called ‘passive’ (cf. Chatterjee 1975, Klaiman 1981), but this differs from a 


prototypical passive in that O is not affected by the derivation (for the definition of ‘passives’, see 
Dixon and Aikhenvald 1997). 
There are two other ‘deagentivisations’ in Bengali: 
1. ‘Ja- deagentivisation’ which expresses possibility; and 
2. ‘Ach- deagentivisation’ which expresses resultative states. 
In ja- deagentivisation, the original Nominative S/A is obligatorily deleted, and the verb is 
nominalised and is followed by the auxiliary ja- ‘go’ which again takes a third person ordinary form. 
The original O is not affected. For example: 
(a) Ækhon ki [bhat]|y pa-wa ja-be? 

now QU meal get-VN go-FUT+2/30RD 

‘Is it possible to have meals now?’ 

Ach- deagentive expresses a resultative state. It consists of a nominalised verb + the auxiliary ach- 
‘be’ in third person ordinary inflection. Only transitive achievement verbs can undergo this deriva- 
tion. The original Nominative A is either deleted or demoted to a Genitive (as in (b)). In either case 
the original O again stays as it is. 


(b) [Toma-ke],  [ama-r], cen-a ache. 
2ORDSG-OBJ 1SG-GEN know-vN be+PRES+30RD 
‘I have a thorough knowledge of you.’ 


Note that some complex verbs with kər- requiring canonically marked S/A may have either a 
deagentive verb, or a simple verb with hv- in place of kor-, as a non-canonical version. e.g. 


(a) [Amra]s ranna — kor-ech-i. 
1PL+NOM cooking do-PERF-PRES+1 
“We have done cooking.’ 
(b) [Ama-der],; ranna (koar-a) ho-ech-e. 
1-PL+GEN cooking do-vN become-PERF-PRES+30RD 
‘Our cooking has been done.” 
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11. If they are used in journalistic reports, scientific articles, etc. stating facts from a neutral point of 
view, Genitive S/A are not overtly expressed. cf. Klaiman 1981. 

12. This is pointed out by Masica (1991: 350) in the following way: ‘.. . It is not that Direct (i.e. canoni- 
cal, M.O.) constructions are necessarily volitional, but rather that they are unmarked as to 
volitionality and thus may be (where the contrast is present, may even tend to be) volitional, whereas 
the Dative construction is definitely nonvolitional.’ 

13. Among them, those which have a nominal coverb (such as ceSTa kər- ‘try’ and suru kər- ‘begin’) 
can alternatively take a verbal noun as a complement. The verbal noun may be in Genitive case 
functioning as the Possessor of the nominal (e.g. ceSTa ‘efforts’), or may be unmarked occupying 
the O slot of the whole VP (e.g. suru kər- ‘begin’). The complement verbal noun must also have a 
coreferential canonical S/A which is deleted. 

Semantically, an infinitive complement describes an action or event which (is supposed to) 
take(s) place immediately, while a verbal noun complement doesn’t indicate any temporal relation. 
Note that ses kər- ‘finish’ can take only a verbal noun clause as a complement. 

14. I tried to apply this test to the construction expressing Possession with a Genitive and Nominative 
argument (cf. (9)). Unfortunately, no arguments can possibly have nij-er as Possessor in this con- 
struction. For example, when it takes a peripheral NP indicating a location, the whole construction 
is altered to a locational one. The location nominal cannot take nij-er. 

BaRi-te tã-r @ek-jon kaka achen. 

house-L 3HON.SG-GEN one-CL.HUMAN father’s.brother be+PRES+2/3HON 
‘One of his paternal uncles is at (his) house.’ 

Thus this test fails to apply to the above construction. 

15. As discussed in §2.2.1, Locative is simply a variable marking for Nominative. The syntactic 
behaviour of Locative S/A is almost the same as that of Nominative S/A. They are not discussed 
separately for this reason. 

16. The following examples (51), (52a) and (52b) are taken from Klaiman (1981: 111, 113 and 114) 
with a slight modification. 

17. Klaiman (1981: 113) states that the canonical version of this predicate—i.e. kaSTo pa-—is not 
allowed to occur as a main verb here. My informants allowed both canonical and non-canonical 
versions in this particular case, presumably because they belong to Class Ib denoting uncontrollable 
mental experiences. 
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1. Introduction” 


Quechua is a language family of about six million speakers spoken in the 
Andean Highlands. The data in this paper are from Imbabura Quechua (IQ), 
a dialect of Northern Highland Ecuadorian Quechua (one of the Quechua II 
languages per Torero 1964). Imbabura is spoken by some thirty to fifty thou- 
sand speakers in the province of Imbabura in Northern Ecuador.’ 

IQ is aNominative-Accusative language which exhibits many of the morpho- 
logical and syntactic characteristics associated with OV languages (Greenberg 
1963). The basic order of clausal constituents is SV/AOV, although the verb 
final-property is more strictly observed in embedded clauses than in main 
clauses: 


(1) Juan llama-ta — randi-rka. 
Juan.NOM sheep-Acc buy-PAST.3 
‘Juan bought a sheep.’ 
(2) Maria kay-pi ka-shka-ta ya-ni. 


Maria-NOM here-in be-NOMIN.PAST-ACC think-PR. 1 
‘T think that Maria was here.’ 
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Within the NP, all the modifiers precede the head N, and (as in most verb-final 
languages) relative clauses are also head final (although internally headed rela- 
tive clauses are also common, see Cole 1982): 


(3) [Juan randi-shka] llama. 
Juan-NOM buy-PAST.3 sheep-NOM 
‘The sheep which was bought by Juan.’ 


Case is typically marked on the right of the whole NP (which in (3) coincides 
with the head position). In IQ, nominative case is not overt and is marked by a 
null morpheme. Both S and A typically receive the null (nominative) case, as 
in examples (4)-(5). Note also that the topic marker -ka frequently appears on 
subject NPs. There is independent evidence, however, that this marker is not a 
nominative marker, since it can also attach to non-canonically marked S/A (S/A 
which are marked by an accusative case marker, as shown in (9)). 

IQ also has overt case marking: the O typically receives the accusative case 
-ta, while indirect objects receive the dative case -man. Genitive NPs are 
marked with the postposition -paj.* 


(4) Nuka-ka Juzi-man aycha-ta kara-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP Jose-DAT meet-ACC Serve-PAST-1 
‘I served meat to Jose.’ 


(5) Wawa-ka punu-rka. 
baby-NOM-TOP sleep-PAST.3 
‘The baby slept.’ 


(6) ñuka-paj churi 
1SG-BEN SON-NOM 
‘my son’ 


Like many of the Quechua languages, IQ has predicates which require a non- 
canonically marked core argument S/A. In IQ the case marker which marks 
such non-canonical S/A is the accusative marker -ta, and hence the non-canoni- 
cally marked S/A is often referred to in the literature as an ‘accusative subject’ .* 

In this paper, I would like to describe the general properties of non-canoni- 
cally marked S/A. In §2, I review the range of predicates which require an accu- 
sative rather than nominative core NP (S/A). Two types of such predicates are 
discussed: lexical predicates and the predicates formed with desiderative suffix 
-naya. §3 describes the coding properties associated with canonically and non- 
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canonically marked S/A in IQ, while §4 describes the syntactic properties of 
canonically and non-canonically marked S/A. §5 presents a general summary 
and concluding remarks. 


2. Predicates which require non-canonically marked S/A in IQ 


As mentioned above, in IQ certain predicates select an S or A which is not 
marked with the (null) nominative case typical of S/A (nominative marking was 
illustrated in 4-5 above). The predicates selecting non-canonically marked 
subjects typically express a physiological state or event, and therefore can be 
viewed as Class Ia predicates (see the typology in the introductory chapter to 
this volume). The non-canonically marked S/A refers to a patient who is physi- 
cally affected by the state or event described by the predicate: 


(7) nanana ‘to hurt’ 
rupana ‘to be hot’ 
chirina ‘to be cold’ 
yarjana ‘to be hungry’ 


An example of a non-canonically marked S is illustrated below: 


(8) Nuka-ta chiri-wa-rka-mi. 
me-ACC cold-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘I was cold.’ 


Although most of these verbs are intransitives, at least the verb ‘hurt’ seems to 
appear in a transitive frame: 


(9) Nuka-ta-ka uma-ta — nana-wa-n-mi. 
me-ACC-TOP head-acc hurt-OM-PRES.3-VAL 
‘My head hurts me.’ 


The non-canonically marked core argument refers to an experiencer/patient who 
is physically affected by the event described by the predicate. We will refer to 
these predicates as LEXICAL EXPERIENCERS, since they select for an 
experiencer S/A which is non-canonically marked. 

In IQ, Class (II) verbs of perception or cognition do not select for a non- 
canonically marked S/A. For example, the verb gushta ‘like’ (most likely a bor- 
rowing from Spanish gustar) selects a canonically marked nominative A in IQ: 
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(10) Nuka-ka mishki-ta  gushta-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP candy-Acc like-PAST-1 
‘T liked candy.’ 


IQ, however, does possess some Class III two-place secondary verbs which 
select non-canonically marked A. One such verb is the verb muna ‘want’ which 
is transitive: 


(11) Nuka-ta-ka aycha-ta muna-rka. 
me-ACC-TOP meat-ACC want-PAST.3 
‘I wanted meat.’ 


In the above example, the verb muna takes an O NP argument and the A shows 
up with accusative case. As discussed in §3, the verb muna also selects a nomi- 
native A/S. In the example below, the O argument is a complement clause in 
the subjunctive mood: 


(12) (Ñuka-ka) [ _pay-paj mama-ta riku-ngapaj] muna-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP his-Poss mother-ACC see-SUBJ want-PR. 1 
‘I want to see his mother.’ 


There is also a very productive Class II derivational suffix, which can attach 
to any verb (either transitive or intransitive). This is the suffix -naya-. The de- 
rived desiderative verb has to select an accusative A or S:’ 


(13) Nuka-ta-ka puñu-naya-rka. 
1SG-ACC-TOP sleep-DESID-PAST.3 
‘I want to sleep.’ 


(14) Nuka-ta-ka aycha-ta miku-naya-rka. 
1SG-ACC-TOP meat-ACC eat-DESID-PAST.3 
‘I want/desire to eat meat.’ 


Even though predicates like ‘sleep’ and ‘eat’ do not select an accusative S 
or A in IQ, they do so when they appear followed by the derivational suffix 
expressing desire. I will assume that the desiderative suffix actually selects 
the accusative S or A and then deletes the subject of the clause under it via 
a coreferential S/A deletion process. I will refer to the non-canonically 
marked A in this construction as a DESIDERATIVE EXPERIENCER. A limited 
number of nouns in IQ can also add the desiderative suffix to form a desid- 
erative verb: 
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(15) (Nuka-ta) yaku-naya-wa-n-mi. 
1SG-ACC water-DESID-OM-PR.3-VAL 
‘I am thirsty.’ (‘I desire water.’ ) 


In conclusion, IQ has a restricted range of predicates in Classes I and III which 
require non-canonically marked S/A. In addition, IQ has a very productive 
derivational process which allows the desiderative suffix -naya to attach to a 
verbal (and sometimes) nominal base. The derived predicate requires a non- 
canonically marked S/A in the accusative case. 

As discussed below, even though there appears to be no difference between the 
A/S selected by lexical experiencer verbs and the A/S selected by desiderative 
experiencer verbs with respect to the coding properties, there are some differ- 
ences when we examine the syntactic properties associated with the S/A in these 
two groups. It will be shown that, as far as syntactic properties are concerned, 
subjects of verbs created with the desiderative suffix of Class III are more similar 
to canonically marked S/A than the S/A selected by the verbs in Class Ia. 


3. Coding properties of S/A/O 
3.1 Canonically marked arguments 


3.1.1 Word order 

There are a number of morphological properties which distinguish between 
canonically marked S/A and O in IQ. First of all, as far as word order is con- 
cerned, as mentioned before, A/O typically appear on the left edge, and O is 
closest to the verb, which is typically clause final. However, since IQ allows 
null subjects (and also a fair amount of NP scrambling, as described in Cole 
1984 and Hermon 1985), word order can not be used as a reliable test for 
subjecthood. In IQ, both canonically marked and non-canonically marked A/S 
can appear in front of the verb. This is, however, not a clear test for 
subjecthood. For example, (13) could have a structure with a null subject pro- 
noun (a dummy subject), followed by a canonically marked object: 


(16) Structure for (13) 
[(null A) Nuka-ta-ka  puñu-naya-rka] 
1SG-ACC-TOP sleep-DESID-PAST.3 
‘There is sleep desired to me.’ 
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With transitive verbs which select a non canonically marked subject, this NP 
typically is placed on the left edge (before the O), as was illustrated in (9) and 
in (14) above. Since subjects typically appear on the left edge, this word order 
may be due to the experiencer NP being treated as a subject. 


3.1.2 Case marking 
A more reliable test is case marking. IQ is a Nominative-Accusative language, 
and canonically marked subjects are marked with a null nominative case marker 
in simple sentences: 


(17) Juan/(*ta) llama-ta — randi-rka. 
Juan-NOM/(*ACC) sheep-Acc buy-PAST.3 
‘Juan bought a sheep.’ 


Objects, on the other hand, are case marked with the accusative marker -ta, 
while indirect objects (receivers) and goals are marked with the postposition 
-man: 


(18) Nuka-ka Juzi-man aycha-ta kara-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP Jose-DAT meet-ACC serve-PAST-1SG 
‘I served meat to Jose’ 


3.1.3 Cross-referencing on the verb 

There are two major patterns for indicating cross-reference (agreement) with 
arguments on the verb in IQ. A/S are marked by an obligatory suffix, which 
appears following the tense marker on the verb. As in other Quechua languages, 
tense and subject agreement markers are sometimes fused together and appear 
as portmanteau morphemes. This is true in the present and future tenses in IQ. 
For example, -ni indicates 1 person present (singular) S/A, while -sha indicates 
1 person future (singular): 


(19) (Ñuka) puñu-ni. 
1SG-NOM sleep-PR. 1 


(20) (Ñuka) puñu-sha. 
1SG-NOM sleep-FUT.1 


In the past tense, however, the subject marking suffixes are distinct from the 
tense markers, and appear after the tense markers, as illustrated below: 
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(21) (Ñuka) puñu-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM sleep-PAST-1 


Many non-Ecuadorian Quechua languages (like Ancash Quechua and Cuzco 
Quechua) have a complicated paradigm of transition markers, which mark both 
subject and object agreement. For example, in Ancash the transition marker 
-shaq marks the verb as referring to a first person subject and second person 
object (future tense): 


(22) Magqa-shag ‘(1) will hit (you).’ 


In IQ, however, objects are cross-referenced by a distinct marker, which pre- 
cedes the tense marker. IQ only marks first person objects, using the -wa clitic: 


(23) Kan ñuka-ta maka-wa-rka-ngi. 
you-NOM me-ACC hit-OM-PAST-2 
“You hit me.’ 


Note that canonically marked subjects are never cross-referenced with the -wa- 
clitic and canonically marked O is never cross-referenced with the subject 
marker: 


(24) *Nuka-ka kan-da maka-wa-rka-ngi. 
1SG-NOM you-ACcc hit-OM-PAST-2 
(I hit you.) 


3.2 Coding properties of non-canonically marked S/A 


3.2.1 Word order 

As discussed above, even though the non-canonically marked S/A appears typi- 
cally at the beginning of the clause this is not a reliable indicator for subject 
coding. 


3.2.2 Case marking 
Case marking of non-canonically marked S/A is an indication that these argu- 
ments are not being treated as subjects in IQ. In clauses with both simple and 
derived predicates, the non-canonically marked NP is marked obligatorily with 
the accusative case marker -ta, which is typical of canonically marked O in this 
language. This was shown in (8) and (13) above. 

The one exception is the verb munana ‘to want’. This verb takes an accusa- 
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tive A in simple clauses, as shown in (11) above. However, muna can also take 
canonically marked (nominative) A, without any clear shift in meaning. 


(25) Nuka-ka aycha-ta muna-rka. 
1SG-NOM-TOP meat-ACC want-PAST.3 
‘I wanted meat.’ 


Verbs like munana typically select a subjunctive complement, indicated by the 
marker -ngapaj. As discussed before, in this case the preferred case marking is 
nominative: 


(26) Nuka-ka [miku-ngapaj] muna-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP eat-SUBJ want-PR. 1 
‘I want to eat.’ 


In addition, there also exists a derivational suffix -chi- in IQ. This suffix can be 
added to any of the predicates which select a non-canonically marked S/A, but 
the subject of the V+chi construction is canonically marked. For example note 
the following doublets: 


(27) a. Nuka-ta-ka — chiri-wa-rka-mi. 
1SG-ACC-TOP cold-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘I was cold.’ 
b. Nuka-ka chiri-chi-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP cold-PERSON-PAST-1 
‘I was cold.’ 


(28) a. Nuka-ta-ka — pufiu-naya-rka. 
1SG-ACC-TOP sleep-DESID-PAST.3 
‘I want to sleep.’ 
b. Nuka-ka pufiu-naya-chi-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP sleep-DESID-PERSON-PR. 1 
‘I want to sleep.’ 


In general, -chi- is a causative suffix in IQ and it increases the valence of the 
verb. For example, adding it to a typical transitive verb like the verb tushuna 
‘dance’, we get a causative meaning: 


(29) (Nuka-ka) warmi-ta — tushu-chi-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP woman-ACc dance-CAUS-PAST-1 
‘I made the woman dance.’ 
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There are arguments, however, that the suffix -chi- in examples (27)-(28) above 
is not a causative marker. First of all, there is no causative meaning involved. 
Moreover, a true causative -chi- can be used in addition to the -chi- suffix ob- 
served in (28): 


(30) (Nuka-ka) punu-chi-naya-chi-ni. 
(1SG-NOM-TOP) sleep-C AUS-DESID-PERSON-PR. 1 
‘I desire to cause somebody to sleep.’ 


I will therefore gloss the suffix which attaches to experiencer verbs as a 
personalizing suffix. Note that the causative suffix in the above example, 
appears before, rather than after, the -naya- suffix. Predicates marked with 
the -chi- suffix and which select the canonically marked S/A seem to have a 
slightly different meaning, in that they express more control over the situation. 
While the a-versions in examples (27)—(28) emphasize that the subject is over- 
come by the desire to sleep (or by a feeling of being cold) the b-versions indi- 
cate that the subject actually wants to sleep or has a low body temperature (al- 
though it is hard to imagine how one could have control over physical events, 
such as being cold or thirsty or tired). In any case, speakers seem to feel that the 
version with -chi- expresses more control. A good example is the following 
pair: 


(31) a. Miku-naya-wa-n-mi. 
eat-DESID-OM-PR.3-VAL 
‘I am hungry.’ 
b. Miku-naya-chi-ni. 
eat-DESID-PERS-PR. 1 
‘I desire to eat.’ 


In the b-version, the speaker stresses the fact that she/he wishes to perform a 
certain action (eating), while in the a-version the speaker is feeling an uncon- 
trollable physical emotion (hunger). This kind of meaning shift has been noted 
in many other languages which allow such doublets. 


3.2.3 Cross-referencing on the verb 

Non-canonically marked S/A are never cross-referenced on the verb with a 
subject agreement marker. In (32) and (33), the verb appears with the third 
person subject marker for past tense (-rka), even though the S is a first person. 
I interpret this as lack of agreement. Moreover, the first person S triggers object 
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coding on the verb (the -wa clitic, which was shown above to cross-reference 
the canonically marked O): 


(32) Nuka-ta_chiri-wa-rka-mi. 
1SG-ACC cold-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘I was cold.’ 


(33) Nuka-ta-ka puñu-naya-wa-rka. 
1SG-ACC-TOP sleep-DESID-OM-PAST.3 
‘I want to sleep.’ 


This seems to indicate, that as far as coding properties are concerned non-ca- 
nonically marked S/A are simply treated as canonically marked O. To explain 
the third person subject marking, we have to assume that in addition to the first 
person non-canonically marked S, there is a dummy, third person canonically 
marked S in such sentences. There is independent evidence that in IQ a null 
(dummy) subject typically triggers third person agreement, as seen below: 


(34) Tamya-n. 
(it) rain-PR.3 
‘It rains.’ 


In contrast, as discussed above, when the personalizing suffix -chi- is added, the 
canonically marked S/A now are cross-referenced as subjects (and not as ob- 
ject) as was shown in (27b) and (28b). 


4. Syntactic properties of canonically and non-canonically 
marked S/A 


In this section, I will examine various properties in IQ which are associated 
with canonically marked S/A and O. Some of these properties relate to inter- 
clausal syntax and specify the conditions under which the S/A of two clauses 
can be deleted or shared in IQ, while others relate to valency changing rules. 
The ‘tests’ for subjecthood in IQ are listed here: 


1. A condition which specifies when the S/A of the clause can show up as the S 
of the matrix clause (traditionally referred to as Subject-to-Subject Raising); 
2. A condition which specifies that the S/A of the complement clause can be 
deleted under identity with the S/A of the main clause (the coreferential de- 
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letion of the core argument for infinitival and subjunctive embedded clauses, 
EQUI or obligatory control constructions); 

3. The ‘same subject condition’ for Switch Reference clauses, which specifies 
that both the controller and the target in this constructions be an S/A; 

4. A condition which specifies when the S/A of the embedded clause can raise 
to the object position of the matrix clause (traditionally referred to as 
Subject-to-Object Raising); 

5. A condition which bans Wh-movement of NPs which originate as the S/A of 
a complement clause, but allows Wh-movement of an O out of a complement 
clause (the so called ‘that-trace’ effect of Chomsky 1981). 

6. A derivation relevant to verbal valency changing (passive) which specifies 
that the O of certain passive verbs show up as the S, while the original A is 
‘demoted’ and marked with a null case marker. 


I will show that in IQ non-canonically marked S/A with a Class III verbal deri- 
vation (so called “desiderative experiencers’) behave differently with respect to 
these criteria from non-canonically marked S/A with Class I verbs (so called 
‘lexical experiencers’). 


4.1 Subject as a target of raising in SSR 


In order to use subject raising as a test, it has to be shown that only canonically 
marked S/A (but not a canonically marked O) can undergo subject to subject 
raising. Under certain verbs (such as yarina ‘seem’ ), which can be construed as 
having a non-theta marked subject position in their argument structure, the S or 
A of the embedded clause can appear as the subject of the main clause. While 
canonically marked S can participate in this construction, canonically marked 
O can not: 


(35) Canonically marked S as subject of a raising verb 
Kan puñu-y yari-ngi. 
you-NOM sleep-INF seem-PR.2 
‘You seem to be sleeping. 


(36) No subject raising with embedded canonically marked objects 
* Kan-ka [Maria maka-y yari-ngi] 
you-NOM-TOP Maria-NOM hit-INF seem-PR.2 
(‘You seem (for) Maria to hit (you)’.) 
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Subject raising verbs like yarina, treat the experiencer NP of complement 
clause as canonically marked O rather than a canonically marked S and do not 
allow raising of this NP under SSR: 


(37) *Kan-ka [ __ yarja-y] ari-ngi 
yarja-y y 8 
you-NOM-TOP hunger-INF seem-PR.2 
(‘You seem to be hungry.) 


In contrast, desiderative experiencer verbs (verbs created by adding the 
desiderative suffix -naya-) are treated like canonically marked subjects under 
these same matrix verbs: 


(38) Kan-ka [ _ puñu-naya-y] ari-ngi 
P ya-y y 8 
you-NOM-TOP sleep-DESID-INF Seem-PR.2 
“You seem to want to sleep.’ 


4.2 Target of coreferential subject deletion (EQUI) 


Another construction, which distinguishes canonically marked subjects from 
objects involves verbs like kallarina ‘to begin’ and katijuna ‘to continue’. 
These verbs (also called EQUI verbs, since they allow equivalent subject dele- 
tion) select an object complement clause which allows canonically marked 
subjects to be missing under identity with the main clause subject:? 


(39) Nuka-ka [ _ miku-y-ta] — kallari-rka-ni 
1SG-NOM-TOP eat-INF-ACC begin-PAST-1 
‘I began to eat.’ 


The canonically marked O in the infinitival clause can not be deleted in this 
construction under identity with the matrix subject: 


(40) *Nuka-ka [Maria _ maka-y-ta|__ kallari-rka-ni 
1SG-NOM-TOP Maria-NOM _hit-INF-ACC begin-PAST-1 
(‘I began (for) Maria to hit (me)’.) 


One can find morphological evidence that the verbs in this construction are 
indeed control (EQUD verbs rather than (subject) raising verbs: the complement 
clause embedded under verbs like kallarina ‘to begin’ and katijuna ‘to con- 
tinue’ has to be marked with the accusative case marker -ta. In contrast, in the 
subject raising examples in 4.1, the clause out of which the NP is raised is not 
marked with accusative case. 
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As far as non-canonically marked subjects are concerned, lexical experi- 
encers are again different from desiderative experiencer NPs: lexical 
experiencers can not be the target of EQUI, while desiderative experiencers can, 
indicating that only the latter are treated like canonically marked subjects: 


(41) Lexical Experiencers as target of Subject EQUI 
*ñuka-ka [ — yarja-y-ta] kati-ju-rka-ni 
1SG-NOM-TOP hunger-INF-ACC continue-PROGR-PAST-1 
(‘I continued to be hungry. ) 


(42) Desiderative Experiencers as target of Subject EQUI 
Nuka-ka [ __ pufiu-naya-y-ta] 
1SG-NOM-TOP sleep-DESID-INF-ACC 
kati-ju-rka-ni 
continue-PROGR-PAST-1 
‘I continued to desire to sleep.’ 


4.3 Target of ‘same subject’ deletion in the Switch Reference construction 


Switch Reference is a construction which requires that the canonically marked 
subject of a temporal or purpose adverbial clause be deleted under identity with 
the matrix subject (see Cole 1983 and Hermon 1985 for a description of the 
conditions on Switch Reference in Quechua).'° In general, the same subject 
(SS) markers -shpa and -ngapaj are used in adverbial and in subjunctive 
embedded clauses if the subject of the embedded clause is identical to the 
subject of the main clause, and the markers -jpi and -chun are used to mark non- 
coreference between the subjects of the two clauses. 


(43) SS used for identical subjects 
[ ___ Kitu-pi ka-shpa-ka] kan-da _ riku-rka-ni 
Quito-in be-ss-TOP you-ACC see-PAST-1 
“When I was in Quito, I saw you.’ 


Crucially, canonically marked objects can not appear with the SS marker, even 
when they are identical to the matrix subject: 


(44) *[ _ Kitu-pi ka-shpa-ka] Juan riku-wa-rka 
Quito-in be-ss-TOP Juan-NOM see-OM-PAST.3 
(‘When I was in Quito, Juan saw me.’) 
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Example (44) is only grammatical if interpreted as: ‘When Juan was in Quito, 
Juna saw me’. In order to express the intended reading “When I was in Quito, 
Juan saw me’ the non-coreference (different subject) marker -jpi must be used. 
In this case, the subject of the adverbial clause may also appear overtly:!! 


(45) [(Ñuka) Kitu-pi ka-jpi] Juan riku-wa-rka. 
1SG-NOM Quito-in be-ps Juan-NOM see-OM-PAST.3 
“When I was in Quito, Juan saw me.’ 


With non-canonically marked subjects, we again find a difference between 
lexical and desiderative experiencers. With lexical experiencer verbs, the non- 
canonically marked S/A can not be deleted under identity with a matrix canoni- 
cally marked subject and the SS marker can not be used: 


(46) *[ __nana-shpa] doktur-paj-man ri-rka-ni. 
hurt-ss doctor-POSS-to gO-PAST-1 
“When I hurt, I went to the doctor’s.’ 


Only the DS marker is acceptable in this case: 


(47) [(Nuka-ta) nana-jpi] doktur-paj-man ri-rka-ni. 
1SG-ACC hurt-ps_ doctor-Poss-to g0-PAST-1 
“When I hurt, I went to the doctor’s.’ 


With desiderative experiencer verbs, however, the non-canonically marked 
subject can be deleted under identity with the canonically marked main clause 
subject and the SS Switch reference marker is used inside the time adverbial 
clause: 


(48) [ __ miku-naya-shpa] aycha-ta_randi-rka-ni. 
eat-DESID-SS_ meat-ACC buy-PAST-1 
“When I desired to eat, I bought meat.’ 


It is interesting, however, that in addition to the SS marker a DS marker is also 
acceptable (for some speakers) with desiderative experiencer verbs: 


(49) [(Nuka-ta) miku-naya-jpi] aycha-ta randi-rka-ni. 
1SG-ACC eat-DESID-DS meat-ACC buy-PAST-1 
“When I desired to eat, I bought meat.’ 


A similar distribution is found with the SS markers inside purpose adverbial 
(subjunctive) clauses: lexical experiencers do not allow their non-canonically 
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marked subjects to be deleted under identity with the matrix subject and do not 
allow the use of the SS suffix -ngapaj, while desiderative experiencer verbs 
allow the deletion of their non-canonically marked subjects under identity with 
the matrix subject and use this suffix (as discussed in Hermon 1985:115):!* 


(50) *[Ama __ chiri-ngapaj] nina-ta rura-rka-ni. 
not cold-ss fire-ACC make-PAST-1 
(‘In order not to be cold, I made a fire.’) 


(51) [ __ pufu-naya-ngapaj] pastilla-ta ufya-rka-ni. 
sleep-DESID-SS pill-acc drink-PAsT-1 
‘In order to desire to sleep, I took a pill.’ 


We will now turn to the syntactic phenomena which seem to treat both types of 
non-canonically marked experiencer subjects as canonically marked subjects. 


4.4 Control of same subject in the Switch Reference system 


It was shown that in the Switch Reference system it is also crucial for the ma- 
trix NP (the controller) to be a subject and that canonically marked objects do 
not function as controllers. This was illustrated in (48) above. The SS marker 
can not be used when the controller is a matrix (canonical) object: 


(52) Canonically marked object as controller 
*[ _ Kitu-pi ka-shpa-ka] kan-da _ riku-rka-ni. 
Quito-in be-ss-TOP you-ACC see-PAST-1 
(‘I saw you when you were in Quito.) 


Non-canonically marked subjects of both lexical and desiderative experiencer 
verbs can function as controllers in the SS Switch Reference construction: 


(53) Lexical non-canonically marked subject as controller 
[ __ yaku-pi ka-shpa-ka] chiri-wa-rka-mi. 
water-in be-ss-TOP cold-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘(When I was) in the water, I was cold,’ 


(54) Desiderative non-canonically marked subject as ss controller in the 
SR construction 
[ __ trabaja-shpa-ka] miku-naya-wa-rka-mi. 
work-ss-TOP — eat-DESID-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘(When I was) working, I had to desire to eat.’ 
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If structural considerations are the relevant factor in choosing the controller 
then both lexical and desiderative non-canonically marked experiencer subjects 
behave like canonically marked subjects with respect to control in Switch Ref- 
erence. The data is more complicated though. While with canonically marked 
identical subjects only a structure using the SS markers can be used, with non- 
canonically marked experiencer subjects the DS Switch reference markers are 
also possible. Thus in addition to (53)-(54), parallel examples exist in which 
the DS marker -jpi is used, indicating that the matrix non-canonically marked 
subject is not considered a subject which is identical to the (canonical) subject 
of the adverbial clause: 


(55) [(Nuka) yaku-pi ka-jpi-ka] chiri-wa-rka-mi. 
(1SG-NOM) water-in be-DS-TOP cold-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
‘Being in the water, I was cold’ 


(56) [(Nuka) trabaja-jpi-ka] miku-naya-wa-rka-mi. 
(1SG-NOM) work-DS-top  eat-DESID-OM-PAST.3-VAL 
“Working, I had to desire to eat.’ 


The upstairs verb in these cases selects for a non-canonically marked subject 
(which could be deleted, since IQ allows null pronouns). The upstairs verb can 
also select the DS marker, indicating that the subject of the adverbial clause is 
not identical to the subject of the main clause. This is possible, under an analy- 
sis in which the non-canonically marked subject in the main clause is not being 
treated like a subject, since a DS marker is selected under identity with the sub- 
ject of the adverbial clause. 

These examples then show that speakers treat these non-canonically 
marked subjects as either parallel to canonically marked (nominative) 
subjects (as in (53)—-(54) above) or as canonically marked objects which are 
not potential controllers in the SS Switch Reference construction (as in exam- 


ples (55)-(56)). 
4.5 Target of Subject to Object Raising 


Under certain verbs, the embedded canonically marked S/A can raise and move 
into the main clause, where it is treated as an object (see Cole and Hermon 
1981, for a discussion of tests for the rule of subject to object raising). 
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(57) Canonically marked A can raise to main clause under SOR verb 
Nuka tayta chay wagra-ta kri-n 
my  father-Nom that cow-Aacc believe-PR.3 
[__ sara-ta miku-shka-ta] 
corn-ACC eat-NOMIN-ACC 
‘My father believes the cow ate the corn.’ 


(58) Canonically marked O can not raise under SOR 
*Nuka tayta chay wagra-ta kri-n. 
my  father-Nom that cow-acc believe-PR.3 
[ñuka Otavalu-pi __ randi-shka-ta]. 
1SG-NOM Otavalo-in buy-NOMIN-ACC 
(‘My father believes I bought that cow in Otavalo.) 


With SOR verbs, both lexical and desiderative experiencers can be moved in 
front of the matrix ‘raising’ verb: 


(59) Lexical Experiencer as target of SOR 
Jari ñuka-ta kri-n [ __ chiri-shka-ta]. 
man-NOM me-ACC believe-PR.3 cold-NOMIN-ACC 


‘The man believes me to have been cold.’ 





(60) Desiderative Experiencer as target of SOR 
Jari kan-da_ kri-n [ __ miku-naya-shka-ta]. 
man-NOM you-ACcc believe-3 eat-DESID-NOMIN-ACC 


‘The man believes you want to eat.’ 


From the above examples, it can be concluded that in these constructions both 
lexical and desiderative experiencer NPs are treated like canonically marked 
subjects, which optionally raise to matrix object position. 


4.6 Wh-movement of S/A from a complement clause 


Even though IQ is an OV language, it allows overt Wh-movement to the begin- 
ning of the clause, as described in detail in Cole (1982), Hermon (1985), and 
Cole and Hermon (1994). As discussed in these works, wh-phrases can also 
undergo long distance Wh-movement out of complement clauses. There is, 
however, one case in which a wh-phrase can not be moved out of a complement 
clause: canonically marked subjects can not be directly questioned via long 
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distance movement out of the complement clause, while canonically marked O 
can be long distance moved. 


(61) Questioned subordinate subject 
*pi-taj Maria-ka [ __ chayamu-shka-ta] 
who-NOM-WHQ Maria-NOM-TOP arrive-NOMIN-ACC 
kri-n? 


believe-PR.3 
(‘Who does Maria believe (that) has arrived?’ ) 


(62) Questioned subordinate object 
ima-ta-taj Maria-ka [Juzi _ miku-shka-ta] 
what-ACC-WHQ Maria-NOM-TOP José-NOM eat-NOMIN-ACC 
kri-n? 


believe-PR.3 
‘What does Maria believe (that) José ate?’ 


Non-canonically marked subjects selected by both lexical and desiderative 
experiencers behave like the canonically marked subjects in that they can not 
be questioned directly by extraction from the subordinate clause (even though 
they have overt accusative case): 


(63) Questioned subordinate non-canonically marked S (lexical 
experiencer) 
*Pi-ta-taj Juan [ — yarja-j-ta 
who-Acc-WHQ Juan-NOM hunger-NOMIN-ACC 


villa-wa-rka? 
tell-OM-PAST.3 
(‘Who did Juan tell me is hungry?’) 


(64) Questioned subordinate non-canonically marked S (desiderative 
experiencer) 
*Pi-ta-taj Juan [ __ punu-naya-shka-ta] 
who-ACC-WHQ Juan-NOM sleep-DESID-NOMIN-ACC 


villa-wa-rka? 
tell-OM-PAST.3 
(‘Who did Juan tell me desires to sleep?’) 


In sharp contrast, the canonically marked O of the embedded desiderative 
experiencer verb can be directly questioned, indicating that it is indeed the 
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subjecthood rather than the case of the wh-moved non-canonically marked sub- 
ject which somehow prevents the wh-question from being grammatical: 


(65) Questioned canonically marked object of subordinate clause with 
experiencer predicate 
Pi-ta-taj [Juan-da __ maka-naya-shka-ta] 


who-ACC-WHQ Juan-Acc __hit-DESID-NOMIN-ACC 
villa-wa-rka-ngi? 

tell-OM-PAST-2 

“Who did you tell me Juan desired to hit?’ 


4.7 Valency changing derivations: Passivization 


As discussed in Cole and Jake (1978) passive verbs in IQ promote a canonically 
marked object to passive subject and demote the canonically marked A. Typi- 
cally, a nominative canonically marked A in an active sentence will still 
appear as a nominative in the passive counterpart, while the accusative marked 
canonical O of the active will appear as a nominative marked canonical S in the 
passive: 


(66) Nuka-ka wawa-ta miku-chi-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP child-ACC eat-CAUS-PAST-1 
‘I fed the child.’ (Cole and Jake, 27) 


(67) Wawa-ka ñuka miku-chi-shka ka-rka. 
child-NOM-TOP 1SG-NOM eat-CAUS-PASS be-PAST.3 
‘The child was fed by me.’ (Cole and Jake, 28) 


As illustrated in Cole and Jake (1978), examples (29)-(30), non-canonically 
marked lexical and desiderative experiencer NPs fail to undergo promotion to 
subject in the passive construction: 


(68) *Nuka-ka chiri-shka ka-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP cold-PASS be-PAST-1 
(‘I was colded.’) 


(69) *Nuka-ka punu-naya-shka — ka-rka-ni. 
1SG-NOM-TOP sleep-DESID-PASS be-PAST- 1 
(‘I was desired to sleep.’) 
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It is, however, doubtful that the failure to passivize in the above examples is 
due to the status of the non-canonically marked subject. Since the experiencer 
verbs in the above examples are arguably intransitive verbs which do not take 
a canonically marked object, the passive rule can not apply. We therefore need 
to look for examples in which an experiencer verb is transitive. Such examples 
exist with the desiderative suffix -naya-, which can attach to both transitive and 
intransitive verbs. In the example below, the canonically marked object of the 
desiderative experiencer is promoted via passive, and the non-canonically 
marked subject in this case acts like a canonically marked subject under pas- 
sive: it is demoted and appears with nominative case:'* 


(70) Mishki-ka ñuka miku-naya-shka ka-rka. 
candy-NOM-TOP 1SG-NOM eat-DESID-PASS be-PAST.3 
“The candy was desired to be eaten by me.’ 
(Cole and Jake, 31c) 


5. Conclusions 


We will consider two issues in this section. The first question is how one could 
account for the differences between lexical and desiderative non-canonically 
marked subjects in terms of their syntactic coding as canonical subjects. A sec- 
ond (related) issue addresses the question of whether we observe any hierar- 
chies among the properties which treat these NPs as canonical subjects. 


5.1 Summary of syntactic coding properties 


Canonically and non-canonically marked S/A in IQ show properties set 
out in (71). Table (71) provides clear evidence that the two types of non- 
canonically marked subjects differ in their syntactic properties. Semantically, 
these S/A belong to different classes (as described in §2.1 above) and the S/A 
of desiderative verbs are selected by the derivational suffix -naya and are part 
of a complex verbal structure. What is interesting is the fact that the S/A 
selected by desideratives seem to have more subject properties than the S/A 
selected by the other class of predicates. Thus we observe a correlation between 
predicate types and syntactic properties." 
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(71) | Summary of properties of canonically and non-canonically marked NPs 


inIQ 

Criteria NOM ACC LEX ACC DESID 
Coding properties 

Case marking Canonical Non-canonical Non-canonical 
Verb agreement (S/A) Yes No No 

Verb agreement (O) No Yes Yes 
Syntactic properties 

S-S raising Yes No Yes 
Coref.equi deletion Yes No Yes 

Target of deletion (SR) Yes No Yes/no 
Controller in SR Yes Yes/no Yes/no 
Target of SOR Yes Yes Yes 

Ban on WH-qu Yes Yes Yes 
Passivization Yes 2? Yes 


5.2 Hierarchies as a result of diachronic change 


In the framework of Keenan (1976), A, S, and O are established according to 
morphological coding properties and syntactic behavioral properties. The 
subjecthood tests can then be applied to distinguish between canonically and 
non-canonically marked S/A. Coding properties such as NP case marking, ver- 
bal agreement, and, possibly, constituent order of core NPs provide tests for 
subjecthood and objecthood. Various syntactic properties also pick out canoni- 
cally marked S/A. The question in this framework is whether there exists a 
hierarchy among these properties; i.e., is it the case that if non-canonically 
marked S/A show property X then these NPs will also show properties higher 
on the hierarchy? Moreover, is the hierarchy universal or does it only hold in 
certain languages? 

Let us first examine whether a particular hierarchy is observed in IQ. The 
clearest difference seems to be between morphological and syntactic properties. 
In IQ, both lexical and desiderative experiencers show some syntactic prop- 
erties, but neither class shows any canonical S/A morphological coding proper- 
ties. This seems to go along with what we know about the behavior of 
non-canonically marked S/A in other languages, and may be a consequence 
of how diachronic change affects these NPs. As discussed in Cole et al. (1978), 
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morphological properties seem to be late acquired (diachronically), when a non- 
canonically marked S/A is reanalyzed as a canonical S/A. In other words, one 
could claim that non-canonically marked experiencer NPs in IQ are in the pro- 
cess of being reanalyzed from a non-subject to a subject. While the syntactic 
properties have been affected by this change, the morphological coding proper- 
ties are still that of a non-subject. 

Having established that morphological coding is lower on the hierarchy than 
syntactic properties for IQ, let us next turn to the question of whether certain 
syntactic properties are ranked lower than others. In essence, ordering proper- 
ties in a hierarchical fashion predicts that if an NP exhibits a property ranked 
low on the hierarchy, all higher ranked properties also hold for the NP in 
question. 

In IQ certain syntactic properties are ranked below others. For example, be- 
ing the victim (or target) of a coreferential deletion rule is a property which 
appears to be ranked lower than being the controller in constructions involving 
same subject deletion. As summarized in the table presented in (71), lexical 
experiencers, can (optionally) be controllers for the subject deletion rule in the 
Switch Reference construction (the rule which deletes the subject of the SR 
clause under identity to the subject of the main clause), but they can not be the 
target of this rule. Nor can they be the target of other coreferential subject dele- 
tion rules (such as EQUI) or the target of SSR. We could then conclude that at 
least control is a property which is very high on the hierarchy and thus an ‘easy’ 
subject property to acquire in the course of diachronic change, while morpho- 
logical coding properties are the lowest on the hierarchy and therefore will not 
be properties which non-canonically marked S/A can exhibit: 


(72) Hierarchy for S/A properties for non-canonically marked S/A 
a. Switch Reference controller/ban on WH-movement/SOR/Passive. 
b. Target of Switch Reference deletion/Coreferential EQUI deletion/ 
target of SSR. 
c. Morphological Coding. 


Lexical experiencers are treated as canonical subjects only by the top portion 
of the hierarchy (part a), while desideratives are treated as subjects by both 
parts a and b of the hierarchy. Neither is treated as a subject by the very bottom 
of the hierarchy (part c). The data from IQ do not allow us to distinguish be- 
tween the properties which treat both lexical and desiderative NPs as subjects, 
i.e., we can not establish a hierarchy internal to the properties listed in (72a). 
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In order to refine the hierarchy in (72), one may want to examine the behav- 
ior of non-canonically marked S/A in other closely related languages. It may 
also be possible to learn more about diachronic development by comparing 
different Quechua languages. Such data are available from Huanca Quechua. 

Huanca is a Quechua I language spoken in Central Peru in the Department 
of Junin.'® Like IQ, Huanca has two types of non-canonically marked S/A: one 
very productive paradigm which uses the desiderative suffix -naa (cognate to 
IQ -naya) and a second more limited class of Class Ia verbs which express 
physiological states (such as “be cold’ and ‘hurt’). As in IQ, both lexical and 
desiderative experiencer S/A are marked with object coding properties: 


(73) Yaqa-kta tushu-na-ykaa-ma-n. 
me-ACC dance-DESID-PROGR-OM-PR.3 
‘I desire to dance.’ 


(74) Yaqa-kta alalaa-ma-n. 
me-ACC cold-OM-PR.3 
‘I am cold’ 


In these examples, the experiencer NP yaqa-kta is case marked with accusative 
case and does not trigger subject-verb agreement. Instead the experiencer trig- 
gers first person object agreement, like a canonical O." 

As far as syntactic properties are concerned, however, Huanca differs from 
IQ. In Huanca, neither class of non-canonically marked NPs has any syntactic 
properties of canonical S/A, except for the property related to the ban on Wh- 
movement from an embedded subject position. This is illustrated for 
desiderative (Class III) verbs below. Similar examples with lexical experiencers 
are also available and are cited in Hermon (1985: 195—9)."® 


(75) Experiencer can not be target of coreferential deletion (EQUI) 
*Yaqa muna-a-chu [ __ mika-na-y-ta]. 
I-NOM want-PR.1-NEG eat-DESID-INF-ACC 


(‘I don’t want to desire to eat.’) 


(76) Experiencer can not be target of deletion in Switch Reference 
[* __ kasara-na-la-l], alli wamla-kta ashi-lla-a. 
matry-DESID-STAT-SS good girl-Acc look for-affective-PR.1 
(‘When I desire to marry, I will look for a good girl.) 
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(77) Experiencer can not be controller in Switch Reference construction 
*[ __ trakla-kaq-traw trabaja-yka-l], mika-na-ykaa-ma-n. 
field-def-in work-PROGR-SS eat-DESID-PROGR-OM-PR.3 


(‘When working in the field, I desire to eat.’) 


The only subject property which treats experiencers like subjects is the ban on 
long distance Wh-movement for subjects (which can be shown to hold in 
Huanca for canonically marked S/A but not for canonically marked O): 


(78) *Mayqan-ta-taq Rosa ni-shu-lqa-nki 
who-ACC-WHQ Rosa-NOM say-3-PAST-2 OM 
[ __ karu-kta lanti-naa-na-n-ta]. 
car-ACC buy-DESID-FUT NOMIN-3-ACC 
(‘Who did Rosa tell you will want to buy a car?’) 


To summarize, in Huanca Quechua all non-canonically marked subjects are 
treated as objects syntactically. The only exception is the non-canonically 
marked subject in the wh-question construction. Pooling the data from Huanca 
and IQ argues for refining the hierarchy in (72) in the following way: 


(79) a. Ban on Wh-movement 
b. Switch Reference controller/SOR/Passive 
c. Target of Switch Reference deletion/Coreferential EQUI deletion/ 
target of SSR 
d. Morphological Coding 


One may also wish to speculate on whether the situation in Huanca represents 
an older stage of Quechua, thus arguing that in IQ experiencer NPs are at a 
more ‘advanced’ stage in their historical development, since these NPs have 
acquired subject properties lower on the hierarchy than the NPs in Huanca.’ 
For example, Cole and Jake (1978) conclude that experiencers in IQ are in the 
midst of a change from objecthood to subjecthood and that this change is sim- 
ply more advanced in desiderative experiencer construction. We can thus view 
the situation in IQ as an innovation, which has stopped short of changing cod- 
ing properties for desideratives. Such a change, from canonical object to canon- 
ical subject, is actually observed in other languages, proving that even though 
morphological coding properties seem to uniformly treat experiencers of all 
kinds as canonical O in Quechua, even this could change with time, if all other 
syntactic properties (higher on the hierarchy) have already changed from O to 
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S/A. Harris (1976) cites an example from Modern Georgian in which a genitive 
marked experiencer is beginning to control agreement like a canonically 
marked subject. Another striking example, cited in Butler (1976), is Middle 
English. In ME experiencers occurring with a number of psychological predi- 
cates, such as liken and dremen, are treated as subjects by certain syntactic pro- 
cesses but receive accusative case and do not trigger verb agreement. In late 
ME, however, a significant change seems to occur. The experiencer still retains 
accusative case, but (optionally) begins to trigger S/A verb agreement: 


(80) Sum men pat han suche likynge wondren what hem ailen. 
‘Some men that have such pleasures wonder what ails them.’ 
(c.1450, The Chastizing of God’s Children: 103, 15) 


Butler points out that the verb ail takes a subject in the accusative case (hem), 
which triggers plural verb agreement (the -en plural suffix on the verb). These 
examples clearly represent a transitional stage (from c.1400—1500) for English. 
By about 1500, most verbs which selected for non-canonically marked S/A 
switched to selecting canonically marked S/A. It would be interesting to investi- 
gate whether the opposite situation is also encountered: that is, are there any 
languages in which canonically marked subjects become non-canonically 
marked?” 


Notes 


1. * This work was supported in part by the National Science Foundation, #SBR-9121167, INT-9423291 
and #SBR-97295 19. The research was completed while I was a visiting scientist at the Max Planck 
Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology in Leipzig, Germany. I would like to thank Bernard Comrie 
and his staff at the Institute for providing me with such a superb research environment. 

2. The following abbreviations are used in this paper: ACC=accusative; BEN=benefactive; CAUS= 
causative; DAT=dative; DESID=desiderative; Do =direct object; ps=different subject; FUT =future; 
INF=infinitive; 10=indirect object; NEG=negative; NOM=nominative; NOMIN=nominalizer; 
OM=object marker; PASS=passive; PERS=personalizing suffix; POSS=possessive; PR=present; 
PROGR=progressive; SS=same subject; STAT=stative; SUBJ=subjunctive; TOP=topic marker; 
VAL=validator; WHQ=wh-question. Note that NOM case is a null affix IQ. I will mark canonical S 
as NOM, even though no overt case is visible. 

3. IQ has been described in various pedagogical grammars, most notably Stark and Carpenter (1973), 
and Ross (1963). In the generative framework, various aspects of IQ have been discussed in Muysken 
(1977), Cole (1982), Hermon (1985), and Jake (1985). Hermon (1985) deals specifically with the 
issue of how to account for non-nominative subjects in IQ in the framework of the Principles and 
Parameters theory of Chomsky (1981). 
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10. 


11. 


12; 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 
17. 


18. 


. The distinction between case markers and postpositions is not always clear as IQ employs such 


postpositions as the benefactive -paj and instrumental/comitative -wan (among others). Since the 
focus of this paper is non-canonically marked S/A, we will ignore the issue of postpositions and 
concentrate on possible case markers for S/A only (which are nominative and accusative). 


. See for example, Cole and Jake (1978). 
. Two remarks are in order here. In general, IQ is a language which prefers null pronouns in subject 


position (at least in main clauses). Therefore, the non-canonically marked NP usually does not show 
up at all. Secondly, the verb muna ‘want’ also optionally allows a nominative (canonically marked) 
A, and this form is actually preferred when the verb selects for a sentential object, as in the example 
shown here. 


. Cole and Jake (1978) claim that the S/A in this construction may also optionally appear in the nomi- 


native case. According to the informants I consulted, this is not the case. Desideratives obligatorily 
select an accusative A/S. 


. The object marker -wa is actually not obligatory in IQ, even with canonically marked objects. It can 


be used, however, as a test for objecthood when it appears, but its lack of appearance can not be used 
as an indication for the lack of objecthood. 


. Unlike English, IQ does not allow deletion of complement S/A under identity with the main clause 


object (see Hermon 1985). 

Comrie (1998) presents an interesting functional analyis of Switch Reference, which he considers 
to be a sub-case of reference tracking. 

In this case, the subject of the adverbial clause can also be deleted, since IQ allows null subject 
pronouns. 

In these examples, the use of the SS is again optional for desiderative experiencers. That is, we can 
also find the DS marker -chun in these examples. 

As discussed before, NOM surfaces as a null affix in IQ. I am not claiming that the passive agent 
does not get demoted to a non-term in IQ, just that its case marking remains NOM. 

It is hard to find a lexical experiencer verb which takes a canonically marked object in addition to 
the experiencer subject so one can test passivization. The verb muna ‘want’ takes an accusative non- 
canonically marked subject and a canonically marked object, which according to Cole and Jake can 
passivize. The problem is that this verb also optionally allows a canonically marked (nominative) 
subject, so it is impossible to tell whether in the passive below the nominative agent was a canoni- 
cally or non-canonically marked subject in the active counterpart: 


(i) Mishki-ka ñuka muna-shka ka-rka. 
candy-NOM-TOP 1SG-NOM want-PASS be-PAST.3 
“Candy was wanted by me.’ (Cole and Jake 32b) 


How desiderative experiencer NPs could be treated as both subjects and non-subjects (in the SR 
construction) is very hard to explain synchronically. 

See the description of this dialect in Cerrón-Palomino (1976). 

As discussed in Hermon (1985), it can be argued that in Huanca the experiencer is an indirect rather 
than a direct object. 

Canonically marked S/A in Huanca behave the same way as the equivalent NPs in IQ. Hence, it can 
be argued that the fact that the experiencers fail to be the target and controller of identical subject 
deletion rules in various constructions proves that in Huanca these are like canonical O. I do not 
have the data available to test the behavior of experiencers as targets of SSR, SOR or in the passive 
construction. 


NON-CANONICALLY MARKED A/S IN IMBABURA QUECHUA 175 


19. As described in Cole (1982) IQ (and Ecuadorian Quechua in general) differs in a number of ways 
from other Quechua languages. It has undergone morphological simplification (the loss of all object 
agreement other than first person agreement, the loss of possessive nominal suffixes, and the loss 
of subject verb agreement in subordinate clauses). Unlike IQ, Huanca Quechua has retained all of 
these Proto Quechua features. It thus could be argued that Huanca, in general, is closer to Proto 
Quechua than IQ. 

20. A number of synchronic accounts have been proposed for the split behavior of non-canonically 
marked NPs across languages in other generative frameworks. In the framework of Relational Gram- 
mar (see the account in Perlmutter 1983), it was suggested that experiencer NPs are universally 
generated as subjects. Subsequently, some (but not all) such NPs undergo arule of demotion (labeled 
“Inversion” ) to a direct or indirect object (see also Cole and Jake 1978, and Jake 1985). Syntactic 
rules which treat these NPs as canonical subjects then have to refer to a notion of ‘initial subject’ (a 
status shared by both nominative and experiencer NPs), but other ‘rules’ (which usually determine 
morphological coding) refer to ‘final subject’, a property not shared by experiencer NPs (which are 
final IOs in this framework). A different account was proposed in the GB framework in Hermon 
(1985). Experiencer predicates are analyzed as subcategorizing for an experiencer object and an 
empty subject position. The experiencer NPs are treated by case marking and verb agreement as 
objects. In the derivation, these NPs are moved to the empty subject position and thus have to be 
treated as canonical subjects by rules which apply after the NP movement. This type of account then 
relies in effect on rule ordering to account for why experiencer NPs are not treated as subjects by all 
tules referring to subjects. 


References 


Butler, M.C. 1976. “The reanalysis of Middle English impersonal constructions and 
the characterization of ‘Subject of a sentence’”’. In Texas Linguistic Forum 4, 
S. Schmerling and C. Smith (eds.). Austin: The University of Texas at Austin. 

Cerrón-Palomino, R. 1976. Gramatica Quechua Junín-Huanca. Lima: Ministerio de 
Educacion. 

Chomsky, N. 1981. Lectures on Government and Binding. (Studies in Generative 
Grammar, 9). Dordrecht, Holland: Foris. 

Cole, P. 1982. Imbabura Quechua. (Lingua Descriptive Studies, 5). The Hague: North- 
Holland Publishing Company. 

— 1983. “Switch reference in two Quechua languages”. In Switch Reference and 
Universal Grammar, J. Haiman and P. Munro (eds), 1-15. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: 
John Benjamins. 

—— 1984. “Clause reduction in Ancash Quechua’’. In The syntax of Native American 
Languages (Syntax and Semantics, 16), E.-D. Cook and D. Gerdts (eds.). New York: 
Academic Press. 

—— Harbert, W., and Hermon. G. 1978. “Headless relative clauses in Quechua’’. 
Studies in the Linguistic Sciences 8(4): 26—41. 


176 GABRIELLA HERMON 


Cole, P. and Hermon, G. 1981. ‘“‘Subjecthood and islandhood: Evidence from 
Quechua”. Linguistic Inquiry 12: 1-30. 

—— —— 1994. “Is there LF Wh-movement?”’ Linguistic Inquiry 25: 239-62. 

and Jake, J. 1978. “Accusative subjects in Imbabura Quechua”. Studies in the 
Linguistic Sciences 8(1): 72-96. 

Comrie, B. 1998. “‘Reference-tracking: description and explanation” . Sprachtypologie 
und Universalien Forschung (STUF) 51(1): 335-46. 

Greenberg, J.H. 1963. “Some universals of grammar with particular reference to the 
order of meaningful elements”. In Universals of Language, J. H. Greenberg, (ed), 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Harris, A.C. 1976. Grammatical Relations in Modern Georgian. Doctoral dissertation, 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. 

Hermon, G. 1985. Syntactic Modularity. Dordrecht: Foris. 

Jake, J.L. 1985. Grammatical Relations in Imbabura Quechua. New York: Garland. 

Keenan, E. 1976. “Towards a universal definition of ‘Subject’ ”. In Subject and Topic, 
C.N. Li (ed), 303-33. New York: Academic Press. 

Muysken, P.C. 1977. Syntactic Developments in the Verb Phrase of Ecuadorian 
Quechua. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Amsterdam. 

Perlmutter, D. 1983. “Personal vs. impersonal constructions” . Natural Language and 
Linguistic Theory 1: 141-200. 

Ross, E. 1963. Introduction to Ecuador Highland Quichua or Quichua in Ten Easy 
Lessons. Quito: Instituto Lingüístico de Verano. 

Stark, L. and L.K. Carpenter. 1973. El Quichua di Imbabura: una gramática pedago- 
gica. Otavalo: Instituto Interandino de Desarollo. 

Torero, A. 1964. “Los dialectos quechuas”. Anales cientificos de la Universidad 
Agraria 2: 446-78. 





Verb types, non-canonically marked arguments 
and grammatical relations: A Tariana perspective 


ALEXANDRA Y. AIKHENVALD 


Research Centre for Linguistic Typology 
La Trobe University 


1. Introduction 


Every language has intransitive and transitive clauses which function in terms 
of the three universal syntactico-semantic categories—S, A and O (cf. Dixon 
1994; Onishi Introduction to this volume). S, in particular, is defined as the sole 
core argument of an intransitive clause. 

The North Arawak languages—Tariana, Baniwa, Bare and Warekena— 
distinguish the following verb classes:! 


(i) transitive verbs, the A of which is marked with cross-referencing prefixes; 
in some languages the O is marked with cross-referencing enclitics 
(Baniwa, Warekena), while in others it is not (Tariana, Bare); 

(ii) active intransitive verbs, with the S marked with cross-referencing pre- 
fixes; these include verbs of motion and are termed here S, verbs; 

(iii) stative intransitive verbs, with the s marked in the same way as O, either 
with cross-referencing enclitics (Baniwa, Warekena), or not marked on the 
verb at all (Tariana, Bare); these include stative verbs and are termed here 
S, verbs. 


All these languages have an additional closed class of intransitive verbs, the 
unique argument of which is never cross-referenced on the verb, and is marked 
differently from any other type of S. In Tariana it is marked with a non-subject 
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case; in Baniwa, Warekena and Bare it is marked with a dative adposition. 
These verbs which we label S,, typically refer to physical and mental states (“be 
hungry’, ‘be thirsty’, etc.). They are similar to S, and S, intransitive verbs in 
some ways, and different in other ways. 

Here I propose a comparative analysis of the three classes of intransitive 
verbs (S;,, S, and S,) in Tariana, demonstrating that S;, is indeed a distinct 
grammatical function.” Grammatical relations in Tariana can be shown to be 
clearly mapped onto morphological verb types; that is, there is sufficient evi- 
dence for postulating at least three types of S (S;,, S, and S,) as distinct 
subtypes? which share a varied number of characteristics—definable as ‘sub- 
ject’ properties—with the A function. 

In §2, I consider verb types and the marking of grammatical relations in 
Tariana. In §3 I compare the syntactic properties of A, S, and S,. The syntactic 
properties of S,, are looked at in §4. The last section of the paper, §5, contrasts 
the properties of A and the three subtypes of S in Tariana and summarises the 
results. 


2. Verb types and the marking of grammatical relations in 
Tariana 


Similarly to most North Arawak languages, Tariana is predominantly head- 
marking and polysynthetic; it also has dependent case-marking. There are three 
open word classes—nouns, verbs and adjectives. Besides simple verbs, Tariana 
has productive verb serialisation. 

Verbs divide into two large classes, prefixed and non-prefixed.* Prefixed 
verbs can be transitive or active intransitive (S, type); they take a cross-refer- 
encing prefix for the A/S, argument. Most of the non-prefixed verbs—which 
take no cross-referencing—are stative intransitive (S, type) (see Dixon 1994: 
70-83, for the discussion of S, and S,). As we will see below, the S, type verbs 
share numerous properties with the A/S, (prefixed) type. 

Prefixed verbs have just one prefix position, so that when the prefixed nega- 
tor ma- is used, personal cross-referencing prefixes are omitted, and person, 
gender and number distinctions are neutralised.° 

All transitive (as well as ditransitive) verbs in Tariana can be used intransi- 
tively (they can thus be considered ambitransitive: Dixon 1994: 18; 54). Most 
ambitransitive verbs in Tariana are of the S=A type. (1) illustrates the transitive 
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use of the verb -hña ‘eat’. The same verb employed intransitively is illustrated 
in (2). 


(1) A:si nu-hña-ka. 
pepper 1SG-eat-REC.P.VIS 
‘I have eaten pepper. 


(2) Nu-hña-ka. 
1SG-eat-REC.P.VIS 
‘T have eaten.’ 


Besides cross-referencing, Tariana also uses case-marking of the accusative 
type (see Aikhenvald 1994).° In a straightforward transitive clause, a pronomi- 
nal NP with an animate referent in a function other than A, S, or S, is marked 
with the suffix -na. Any NP, nominal or pronominal, which is not in A, S, or S, 
function, may optionally take a topicalising enclitic -nuku. (Thus, a free pro- 
noun with an animate referent can take both -na and -nuku). If a subject NP (A, 
S, or S,), whether nominal or pronominal, is in contrastive focus, it is marked 
with an enclitic -ne ‘agentive.”’ 

The -na case is used to mark direct and indirect objects, i.e. both ‘gift’ and 
‘recipient’ in a ditransitive clause. Example (3) is ambiguous, and its ambiguity 
is typically resolved by context. (The case-marked forms are underlined.) 


(3) Nuha pi-na di-na nu-a-mhade. 
I 2SG-OBJ 3SGNF-OBJ 1SG-give-FUT 
‘I will give you to him.’ or ‘I will give him to you.’ (e.g. talking to, 
or about, a baby) 


The S,-type verbs mark their sole core argument in the same way as transitive 
and active intransitive verbs (termed A/S, verbs), that is, by zero. Example (4) 
illustrates a prefixless S, verb keru ‘be angry’. 


(4) Nuha keru-mha. 
I be.angry-PRES.NON. VIS 
‘I am angry.’ 


S,-type verbs are a large open class, semantically rather homogenous. They 
denote properties, mental and physical states and involuntary results of pro- 
cesses, e.g. karu ‘be afraid’, keru ‘be angry’, makale ‘be out of breath’, hama 
‘be tired, fed up’, lama ‘burn, get burnt’, leka ‘split’, hiku ‘appear’. 
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Similarly to A/S, verbs, they cannot be used as arguments or modifiers with- 
out being nominalized. 

There is another, closed, subtype of prefixless stative intransitive verbs which 
includes mostly predicates of physical states. Their only argument takes the -na 
case if expressed with a pronoun—unlike A/S, and S, constituents; if it is topi- 
cal it can take -nuku. That is, the sole argument of these predicates is a kind of 
S marked in the same way as the object of a transitive verb. Consider (5). 


(5) Sõme di-na unina-pidana. 
a.lot 3SGNF-OBJ be.thirsty-REM.P.REP 
‘He was very thirsty.’ (Lit. ‘To him a lot of thirst.) 


The S,,-type verbs fall into three subgroups:* 

A. S,, predicates par excellence. These are: unina ‘be thirsty’, inasua ‘be lazy, 
debilitated’, and inu, inuna ‘be unwilling’. They cannot be used as argu- 
ments; only inasua can be nominalized with classifiers (see Chapter 3 of 
Aikhenvald 2000b, for nominalizing functions of classifiers in Tariana and 
elsewhere), e.g. inasua-peni (be.lazy-PL.ANIM) ‘lazy ones’, inasua-peri 
(be.lazy-CL:COLL) ‘laziness’. 

B. S,, predicates which can occur as arguments without being nominalized. 
These include dai ‘be sleepy, sleepiness’, mapisi ‘be ominous, ominous- 
ness’, mhaisiki ‘be hungry, hunger’ , khenolena ‘be nauseous, nausea’, amiri 
‘be drunk, drunkenness’, yari ‘be tipsy, tipsiness’ and about ten names for 
illnesses, e.g. adaki ‘be feverish, fever’, dupai ‘be sick, sickness’, tsuri have 
diarrhoea, diarrhoea’ and wesi ‘have a flu, flu’. Sentence (6) illustrates amiri 
as an S,, predicate. The same item as the argument of a subordinate clause 
is illustrated in (7): in this example amiri is in the function of the S, of an 
active intransitive verb -sisa ‘end’. 


(6) Amiri-ka-mha du-na. 
be.drunk(S,,)-DECL-PRES.NON.VIS 3SGNF-OBJ 
‘She is drunk.’ 

(7) Amiri di-sisa-ka, wa-sape-mhade. 


drunkenness 3SGNF-end(S,)-SEQ 1PL-speak(S,)-FUT 
“When drunkenness is over (i.e. when people sober up), we will talk.’ 


C. S;, predicates which can be used as S, predicates with a change in meaning. 
These include mafa ‘be good’, ma:fi ‘be bad’, hamu ‘be hot’, sakamu ‘be 
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warm’, hape ‘be cold’ and we ‘be itchy’. When used as S; they describe a 
physical condition of a participant, as illustrated in (8). When used as S, they 
describe the participant’s property—see (9).° 


(8) Wa-na ai ma-ffi-ma-naka. 
1PL-OBjJ here be.bad(S,,)-EXC-PRES. VIS 
“We are here in a very bad way.’ (Lit. “Here it is bad to us.’) 


(9) Waha ma: fi-ma-naka wa-numa sewite. 
we  be.bad(S,)-EXC-PRES.VIS 1PL-mouth quick+CL: ANIM 
“We are bad and gossipy.’ (Lit. “We are bad and our mouth is quick.’) 


We have seen that A and S, in Tariana are cross-referenced on the verb, while 
S, and S;, are not. While the S,, constituent is marked in the same way as a non- 
subject constituent, the A, S, and S, are coded in the same way. For this reason, 
we consider S,, ‘non-canonically marked’ since this constituent receives the 
same surface case-marking as the object. 

The arguments A and S, share almost all the subject properties. Below we 
will compare them with S, ($3) and then with S,, ($4). 


3. Syntactic properties of A/S, and S, 


The properties shared by A, S, and S,—which allow us to group them under the 
notion of ‘subject’—are discussed in $3.1. In §3.2 we analyse the properties 
shared by A and S, but not by S,. Then, in §3.3 we discuss those properties 
which are different for A, S, and S,. A summary is given in §3.4. 


3.1 Syntactic ‘subject’ properties shared by A, S, and S, 


Shared ‘subject’ properties of A, S, and S, form a subset of the typical syntactic 
properties of subjects as described in the Introduction to this volume. They 
cover the universal syntactic phenomena dependent on ‘subject’ as defined by 
Dixon (1994: 131).'° Two of the properties discussed below—Imperatives 
($3.1.1) and the Same Subject constraint in serial verb constructions (§3.1.2) 
—relate to an intraclausal universal property of subjects. One property— 
Switch-reference control in clause joining (§3.1.3)—is the only interclausal 
subject property. 
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As we have mentioned in §2, the S,, A and S, arguments acquire the same 
(Ø) case-marking. 

Constituent order in Tariana provides little information concerning 
“‘subjecthood’: it is free, with just a tendency towards a verb final order. There 
are no pivot restrictions; that is, if two clauses which share core arguments 
are coordinated, any coreferential core arguments can be deleted provided 
they can be retrieved from the discourse context (see Aikhenvald in prep. and 
Aikhenvald 1995b). 


3.1.1 Imperatives 
A, S, and S, can be targets of imperatives. Examples (10) and (11) illustrate S, 
and S, as targets of the detrimental imperative. "! 


(10) Ahi di-swa-tupe. 
here 3SGNF-lie(S,)-IMPV:DETR 
‘Let him lie here (to his own detriment). 


(11) Tarada-tupe. 
live(S,)-IMPV:DETR 
‘Let (her) live (to her detriment, since her mother is dead).’ 


Examples (12) and (13) illustrate S, and S, as targets of prohibitive. 


(12) Mhdida pi-a. 
PROH 28SG(S,)-go 
‘Don’t go!’ 


(13) Mhdida karu. 
PROH _be.afraid(S,) 
‘Don’t be afraid!’ 


3.1.2 Same Subject constraint in serial verb constructions 

Transitive and intransitive verbs often appear in serial verb constructions. The 
main criterion for a serial verb is the Same Subject constraint (see Aikhenvald 
1999c). That is, two or more verbs can only form a serial verb construction if 
their A or S argument is the same. For transitive and S, verbs this implies iden- 
tical cross-referencing on all the components. The serial verb construction in 
(14) consists of transitive -thuka ‘break’, active intransitive -uka ‘arrive’ and 
transitive -pe ‘leave, let’. The verbs are underlined. 
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(14) Duhua-ne heku-kena_ du-thuka duka 
she-aG _ tree-branch 3sGF-break(A) 3SGF-+atrive(S,) 
du-pe-pidana 


3SGF-leave(A)-REM.P.REP 
‘She managed to break the branch (and) left (it); (Lit. “She arrived 
at breaking the branch.) 


Example (15) illustrates a modal serial verb construction with a verb of want- 
ing. Both verbs are transitive. 


(15) I-na-mha i-eme. 
2PL-want(A)-PRES.NON.VIS 2PL-sniff(A) 
“You want to sniff (snuff), 


If a serial verb construction includes an S,-type verb, then the S, of one verb 
and the A or S, argument of the other verb(s) must have the same referent—see 
(16) where the S, verb cross-references the person-number-gender of the subject 
of the construction. 


(16) Pedale-pe-miki-se keru-ma-pidana 
old-PL-NOM.PAST:PL-CONTR be.angry(S,)-EXC-REM.P.REP 
na-yd-nhi. 


3PL-stay(S,)-ANT 
“The old ones were angry.’ 


Serial verb constructions are very widely used. They often correspond to 
complement clauses in other languages, in particular, those used with Primary- 
B verbs and Secondary verbs (Dixon 1991) (see Introduction: §3.2.2). This 
means that in Tariana, unlike in the other languages mentioned in §3.2.2 of the 
Introduction, deletion of coreferential arguments in complement clauses with 
verbs like ‘want’ or ‘try’, ‘finish’ or ‘begin’ cannot be an independent criterion 
of subjecthood; rather, it is a case of the application of same subject constraint 
in a serial verb construction (cf. note 10 and §5 below).” 


3.1.3 Switch-reference 

Tariana has a well-developed system of switch-reference in clause combining; 
that is, the choice of clause-chaining clitics which refer to a temporal sequence 
of events is determined by whether the conjoined clauses share A, S, and S, (i.e. 
have ‘same subject’) or not. The list of these clitics is given in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Switch-reference 
sensitive enclitics in Tariana 








Meaning SS DS 
After -hyume -kañami 
During -nikhe -nisawa 


The following examples illustrate how switch-reference works in Tariana. 
Example (17) shows the same subject enclitic -hyume ‘after, because’ on two 
transitive predicates (underlined). The second one is a serial verb construction 
(in square brackets). 


(17) Di-a-hyume [di-riu 
3SGNF-Say(A)-AFTER:SS 3SGNF-go.up(S,) 
di-a-pidana di-a di-ka]. 


3SGNF-g0(S,)-REM.P.REP 3SGNF-g0(S,) 3SGNF-see(A) 
‘After having said (this) he went up to see (what was happening)’ 


(18) shows how the same subject enclitic is used in a combination of clauses: 
one of these contains a serial verb construction consisting of an intransitive 
serial verb (with two S,-type verbs) and the other contains just an S, predicate. 
The clause boundary is shown with a comma; the switch-reference marking 
enclitic is underlined. The serial verb construction is in square brackets. 


(18) [Du-a duka], harame-hyume. 
3SGF-go(S,) 3SG+arrive(S,) get.frightened(S,)-AFTER:SS 
‘She arrived, after she got frightened. 





A different subject enclitic, -kañami, is used if the subjects (A, S, or S,) have 
different referents. (19) illustrates different A and S,. 


(19) Di-pana-kanami diha kana 
3SGNF-plant(A)-AFTER/BECAUSE:Ds he maize 
di-tawina-pidana. 
3SGNF-grow(S,)-REM.P.REP 
‘After he planted (the field), the maize grew.’ 





Example (20) shows different A and S,. 


(20) Kay-na-ni-nisawa kadawa. 
$0-3PL-do(A)-AFTER:Ds become.dark(S,) 
‘After they did so, it became dark.’ 
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3.2 Properties shared by A and S, but not by S, 


Properties shared by A/S, but not by S, include: the applicability of the valency 
reducing reciprocal derivation and of the argument manipulating derivation 
(§3.2.1), and serializability (§3.2.2). Transitive verbs, S, and S, intransitive 
verbs must be nominalized, to be used as arguments. 


3.2.1 Reciprocal and argument manipulating derivations 

Tariana has a reciprocal derivation marked with a suffix -kaka (alongside serial 
associative constructions which can have a reciprocal meaning), e.g. na-inu 
(3PL-kill) ‘they killed’, na-inu-kaka ‘they killed each other’. Only A/S, verbs, 
but not S, verbs, can form reciprocals (see Aikhenvald forthcoming), e.g. na- 
inu-kaka (3PL-kill(A)-REC) ‘they kill each other’ and na-nalita-kaka (3PL- 
quarrel(S,)-REC) ‘they quarrel with each other’. 

There is also an argument manipulating derivation (marked by a suffix -ni on 
the verb) which signals that a constituent other than A/S, is more topical than 
the A/S, constituent, as is the case in (21) but not in (22) (see discussion in 
Dixon and Aikhenvald 1997: 92-3). This derivation cannot be applied to S, 
verbs. 








(21) Ha-hipe nu-phu-ni-hipe-sika 
DEM:INAN-CL:LAND 1S8G-sell-TOP.ADV-CL:LAND-PRES.INFR 
pi-na. 
2SG-OBJ 


‘I sold this (land) to you.’ (‘land’ is highly topical) 


(22) Ha-hipe nu-phu-sika pi-na. 
DEM:INAN-CL:LAND 1SG-Sell-PRES.INFR 2SG-OBJ 
‘I sold this land to you.’ 


3.2.2 Serializability 

We have seen that transitive, S, and S, verbs can be serialized. There are no 
restrictions on serializability of transitive verbs and S, verbs. Restrictions on 
serializability of S, verbs go along the following lines: 


1. A serial verb construction cannot consist just of S, verbs. 

2. S, verbs can be used only in serial verb constructions of some semantic types 
but not in others (see Aikhenvald 1999c, on the types of serial verbs in 
Tariana). They are typically used as ‘modifiers’ to the semantically main 


186 ALEXANDRA Y. AIKHENVALD 


verb. This is illustrated with (23) where the serial verb construction (in 
square brackets) means ‘give openly’. A modifier verb (‘be open’) is seman- 
tically similar to a manner adverb (‘openly’). 


(23) Diha diha hipatu [hiku-pana 
he the snuff be.open(S,)-ALL 
di-a-pidana)]. 
3SGNF-give(A)-REM.P.REP 
‘He (the traditional God) gave all (people) the snuff openly.’ 


S, verbs can also be used in serial constructions with aspectual meanings (as 
in (16)); but not in modal serial verb constructions. (24) is ungrammatical. 


(24) *Nu-na-mha mafa. 
1SG-want(A)-PRES.NON.VIS be.well(S,) 
‘I want to be well.’ 


When serial verb constructions containing a transitive verb or an S, or S, 
intransitive verb are negated, the negation marker goes onto the first compo- 
nent—see §4.4.2. 


3.3 Properties which distinguish A, S, and S, 


The A, S, and S, differ as to the applicability and the semantic effect of two 
valency changing mechanisms: passive (discussed in §3.3.1), and causative 
(discussed in §3.3.2). 


3.3.1 Passive 
Tariana has a productive passive (expressed by a complex predicate—see 
Aikhenvald 2000a). A, S, and S, can be targets of passive. However, the seman- 
tic effects of the passive are different with transitive verbs, S, verbs, and S, verbs. 
The passive of a transitive verb is straightforward—see (25), for the passive 
of the transitive verb -thuka ‘break’. The passive of an intransitive active S, 
verb has impersonal meaning, as shown in (26), while the passive of an intransi- 
tive stative S, verb in (27) has habitual connotations. 


(25) Hekuta di-thuka-kana di-a. 
paddle 3SGNF-break(A)-PASS 3SGNF-AUX 
‘The paddle was broken.’ 
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(26) Wha ita-whya-misini-nuku 
we canoe-CL:CANOE-TOO-TOP.NON.A/S 
mema-kana-de na. 
NEG+sleep(S,)-PASS-NEG 3PL+AUX 
“On our canoe, too, one does not sleep.’ (Lit. ‘It is not slept.) 


(27) Ita-whya leka-kana-nihka. 
canoe-CL:CANOE break(S,)-PASS-ANT+REC.P. VIS 
‘The canoe got broken (as usual).’ 


3.3.2 Causative 

Causativization operates differently for transitive, S, and S,-type verbs (see 
further details in Aikhenvald 2000a). Tariana has three mechanisms of forming 
causative constructions: (1) morphological causatives (marked with -ita, or -i 
and, optionally, -ta), (2) periphrastic causative with a verb of causation -ni and 
optional or obligatory dependency-marking -ka, and (3) causative serial verb 
constructions. Scheme 1 shows the distribution of causativizing mechanisms 


Scheme 1. Causativising mechanisms, verb types, and semantics of causation 





I Morphological or periphrastic (verb of causation -ni ‘make’ and obligatory -ka) 


Morphological (-i) Periphrastic 

S, remains: 
Stative verbs (S,) causer non-intentional forceful causer 
referring to change- — unwilling causee 


S, becomes S,: 
causer intentional 


able properties direct causation 


II Morphological causative or periphrastic causative (verb of causation -ni ‘make’ and 
obligatory dependency-marking -ka) or serial verb constructions 


Morphological (-i) Periphrastic SVC 
active intransitive (S,) forceful causer indirect 
and some transitive unwilling causee causation 
verbs direct causation 


II No morphological causative, only periphrastic (verb of causation -ni ‘make’ and 
optional dependency-marking -ka) 
Stative verbs (S,) referring to unchangeable properties 


IV No morphological causative, only causative serial verb constructions 
Most transitive verbs 
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depending on the verb type—whether it is a transitive verb, an S, verb, or an S, 
verb. Note that transitive verbs share most properties with S, verbs, while the 
S, verbs clearly form a separate class. 


3.4 Properties of A, S, and S,: a summary 


Table 2 summarises the properties of A, S, and S, discussed in this section. It 
shows that we have sufficient evidence in Tariana to group A, S, and S, together 
under the notion of ‘subject’ which corresponds to a subset of universal proper- 
ties of subject (properties a, b and d in Table 2). However, there are enough 
interclausal and intraclausal properties to distinguish A/S, on the one hand and 
S, on the other as ‘subjects’ of different kinds (properties f to j). Properties k 
and | are the ones in which transitive, S, and S, verbs behave differently; note 
that as far as the mechanisms of causativization are concerned, A and S, verbs 
show more properties in common with each other than with the S,-type. 


Table 2. Syntactic properties of A, S, and S,: a summary 





A S, S, 
a. Target of imperative yes 
b. Same subject constraint in serial verb constructions yes 
c. Placement of negation in serial verb constructions first component 
d. Same subject constraint in switch reference yes 
e. Use as arguments (without nominalizing) no 
f. Case-marking unmarked form 
g. Target of reciprocal yes no 
h. Target of topic-advancing derivation yes no 
i. Serializability: restrictions on cooccurrence of same no yes 
verb types 
j- Serializability: restrictions on serial verb construc- no yes 
tion types 
k. Semantics of passive passive impersonal habitual 


1. Causative formation See Scheme 1 


4. Properties of S;, 


The S,, argument shares some properties with A/S, and S, arguments, and some 
properties with just the S, or just the S, argument; however, it differs from all 


A TARIANA PERSPECTIVE 189 


of these in other properties. The properties which S,, shares with S, and S, apply 
to all the three subclasses of S;, verbs (mentioned in §2) and so do the the ones 
shared with S, and the ones shared with S,. See discussion in §§4.1-4.3. The 
three subclasses of S;, verbs do show some differences as to the properties spe- 
cific just for S; verbs. These are considered in §4.4. 


4.1 Property of S; shared with A, S, and S, 


The S,, argument shares just one subject property (see §3.1.2) with A, S, and S, 
arguments: the Same Subject constraint in Serial Verb constructions. If the first 
verb in a serial verb construction is of S,,-type then the second verb has to be 
active intransitive (S,)-type, as in (28), or S,,-type, as in (29). 

The serial verb construction in (28) consists of dai (S,, verb) and -ima (S, 
verb) ‘be.sleepy-close.eyes’ (this is a typical way of saying ‘be asleep’). The 
shared subject is the third person plural cross-referenced on the S, verb. Note 
that in this example the pronominal subject naha ‘they’ is unmarked for case 
(as is normal for A, S, or S, subject), and cannot take the non-subject case 
marker -na (as it would have done, if the S; verb dai were used by itself, e.g. 
dai na-na (be.sleepy 3PL-OBJ) ‘they are sleepy’—see Scheme 1). 


(28) Naha dai nema na-swa. 
naha be.sleepy 3PL+close.eyes 3PL-lie 
‘They lay asleep.’ 


4.2 Property of S; shared with A and S, but not with S, 


We noted in §3.2.3 that a serial verb construction cannot consist of just two S, 
verbs. But it can consist of just S, verbs—in this respect, S;, verbs resemble A 
and S, verbs rather than S, verbs. (29) illustrates a serial verb construction 
which consists of two S,, verbs. Note that the pronominal subject ‘I’ takes the 


-na case as required by S,, verbs. 


(29) Nu-na dai kai-pu-mha. 
1SG-OBJ be.sleepy ache-AUG-PRES.NON. VIS 
‘Iam very sleepy.’ (Lit. ‘I am (so) sleepy I ache.’) 
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4.3 Properties of S, shared with S, but not with A or S, 


Similarly to the S, argument, the S;, cannot be the target of reciprocal or topic- 
advancing derivation (see §3.2.1). 

Similarly to S, verbs (§3.2.2), S,, verbs can only occur in serial verb con- 
structions of a limited number of semantic types. But unlike S, verbs—which 
typically occur in modifier-like constructions, and in aspectual construc- 
tions—they may be used as the first component of serial verb constructions 
with the semantics of cause-effect, as illustrated in (29) above and in (30). 


(30) Yuwapiku mhaisiki di-nami-pidana 
some.time be.hungry(S,,) 3SGNF-die/faint(S,)-REM.P.REP 
di-a-nha. 


3SGNF-go(S,)-PAUS 
‘Some time later he felt hungry enough to faint.’ (Lit. ‘He felt hungry 
(and) fainted.’) 


Similarly to S, verbs they cannot be used in modal serial verb constructions 
(see (24)); (31) is ungrammatical. 


(31) *Nu-na-mha dai 
‘I want to be sleepy’??? 


4.4 Properties of S, not shared with either S, or S, or A 


Unlike A/S, or S, verbs, S,, verbs (see §3.3.1) cannot be passivized. There are a 


number of other properties which some, or all, S,, verbs do not share with verbs 
of other types. Of these, S;-argument specific properties, switch-reference 
($4.4.1) and placement of negation in serial verb constructions (§4.4.2) are 
shared by all the three subgroups of S;, verbs. Other properties—imperatives 
($4.4.3) and causativisation (§4.4.4)—operate differently for the verbs of the 
three subgroups. Two further properties are characteristic just of subgroup B 


(§4.4.5). 


4.4.1 Switch-reference 

Unlike A, S, and S, arguments, S;, predicates trigger the use of a different-sub- 
ject enclitic in clause combining, even if the referent of the A, S, or S, in the 
conjoined clause is the same, as in (32). The use of the same-subject enclitic 
would be ungrammatical. 
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(32) Deri nu-hña-kañami mhaisiki 
banana 1SG-eat(A)-AFTER:DS be.hungry(S,,) 
kai-kade-mha nu-na. 


ache(S;,,)-NEG-PRES.NON.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘After I have eaten a banana I am not hungry.’ 


4.4.2 Placement of negation in serial verb construction 

S;, verbs differ from other verb types in how they are negated in serial verb 
constructions. A serial verb construction in Tariana can contain just one nega- 
tion marker (note that the components cannot be negated separately). If a serial 
verb construction does not contain an S;, verb the negation marker goes on the 
first verb in the series, as shown in (33) (with an S, verb and a transitive verb) 
and (34) (with an S, verb and a S, verb). Note that negation is marked with a 
prefix (ma-) and a suffix (-kade) with a prefixed verb, as in (33), and with just 
a suffix (-kade) with a prefixless verb, as in (34). 


(33) Mema-kade-pidana di-keta. 
NEG+close.eyes(S,)-NEG-REM.P.REP 3SGNF-find(A) 
“He couldn’t sleep.’ (Lit. “He didn’t find sleep.’) 


(34) Halia-kade-pidana di-swa. 
be. light(S,)-NEG-REM.P.REP 3SGNF-lie(S,) 
‘It didn’t get light.’ 


If a serial verb construction contains an S,, verb, the negation marker goes on 
the second component, as in (35), with an S,, verb of the subgroup B, and in 
(36), with an S;, verb of the subgroup C. Verbs of subgroup A behave in exactly 
the same way. 


(35) Ihya nu-enipe mhaisiki ma-nami-kasu. 
2PL 18G-children be.hungry(S,,) NEG-faint/die(S,)-INT 
“You, my children, are not going to die of hunger.’ 


(36) Mafa ma-rena-kade-mha. 
be.good(S;,) NEG-feel(S,)-NEG-PRES.NON.VIS 
‘(We) don’t feel well.’ 


4.4.3 Imperative 
Unlike A, S, and S, arguments, the S,, argument of the verbs of A and B sub- 
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groups cannot be the target of any imperative. (37), which contains an S,, verb 
of subgroup B, is ungrammatical (cf. (10)-(13) for examples of S, and S, as 
targets of imperative). 


(37) * Mhaisiki-tupe 
‘Let him be hungry’? 


However, if an S,, -type verb of subgroup B forms part of a serial verb con- 
struction, any imperative is perfectly grammatical, as in (38), with a detrimental 
imperative, and (39), with a prohibitive. 


(38) Mhaisiki di-ñami-tupe. 
be.hungry(S,,) 3SGNF-die/faint(S,)-IMPV.DETR 
‘Let him die of hunger.’ 


(39) Mhdida mhaisiki pi-fiami. 
PROH _ be.hungry(S,,) 2SG-die/faint(S,) 
‘Do not die of hunger.’ 


The S;, verbs of subgroup C (that is, the ones which can also be used as S, 
verbs), can cooccur with detrimental imperative, as illustrated in (40), and with 
imperative “by proxy’ (see note 11), as shown in (41). 


(40) Na-na = maffa-tupe. 
3PL-OBJ good(S,,)-IMPV.DETR 
‘Serves them right.’ (Lit. ‘Let it be good on them to their detriment.’) 


(41) Mafa-pida na-na. 
good(S,,)-IMPV.BY.PROXY 3PL-OBJ 
‘Let it be good for them.’ (following another person’s order) 


They cannot cooccur with prohibitive, or any other imperative; (42) is un- 
grammatical. 


(42) *Mhdida mafa. 
PROH _ be.good(S;,) 
‘Do not be in a good way’? 


4.4.4 Causativization of S,, verbs 
Mechanisms employed for causativizing the S,, verbs of the three subgroups are 
different from those used for causativizing transitive, active intransitive and 
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stative verbs shown in Scheme 1. Table 3 presents the distribution of causativ- 
izing mechanisms for the three subgroups of S,, verbs. Numbers of examples 
illustrating every causative type are given in brackets on the first line. 


Table 3. Causativizing mechanisms available for S,, verbs 


Mechanisms Morphological Serial causative Periphrastic caus- No causative 
causative (43) constructions with ative with the 
the transitive verb transitive verb -ni 
-eme ‘put’ (44) ‘do’ (45) 


Subgroup of Subgroup A: Subgroup B: Subgroup C: Subgroup A: 

Sio verbs only inasua all verbs all verbs unina ‘be thirsty’ 
‘be lazy, inu, inuna 
debilitated’ ‘be unwilling’ 

(43) Isa nu-na inasueta-mahka. 


wound 1SG-OBJ be.lazy,debilitated-REC.P.NON.VIS 
‘The wound made me debilitated (or lazy).’ 


(44) Di-na yema-ne dai neme-ta. 
3SGNF-OBJ cigar-INSs be.sleepy 3PL+put+CAUS-COMPLETELY 
“They made him really fully asleep with a ritual cigar (with its magic 
powers). 


(45) Kare hape di-ni-mahka nu-na. 
wind cold 3SGNF-do-REC.P.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
“Wind made me cold.” 


The use of serial causative constructions with the transitive verb -eme ‘put’ 
is unique to the S,, verbs of subgroup B. A periphrastic causative with the tran- 
sitive verb -ni ‘do, make’ is employed with S,, S, and transitive verbs; the de- 
pendency marker -ka is optional with the S;, verbs as it is with the S-type (see 
Scheme 1). Morphological causatives are employed to causativize S,, S, and 
some transitive verbs; inasua ‘be lazy, debilitated’ is the only S,, verb which 
allows a morphological causative. 


4.4.5 Special properties of the S, verbs of subgroup B 
All the verbs of the B subgroup of S;, verbs can be used as predicate arguments 
without being nominalized—see (7) above. 
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They can also appear in two kinds of alternative structures. Firstly, they 
can cooccur with the existential S, verb alia as in (46). There appears to be no 
semantic difference between clauses with alia—such as (46) and those without 
it—such as (47); possible pragmatic differences require further investigation. 


(46) Mhaisiki (alia-mha) nu-na. 
hunger/be.hungry EXIST(S,)-PRES.NON.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘I am hungry.’ (Lit. “Hunger exists to me.’) 


(47) Mhaisiki-mha nu-na. 
hunger/be.hungry(S,,)-PRES.NON.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘Tam hungry.’ 


The clause type in (46) is structurally similar to a possessive clause illustrated 
in (48). 


(48) Nu-na finu alia-ka. 
1SG-OBJ dog EXIST(S,)-REC.P.VIS 
‘I have a dog.’ 


However, possessive clauses and clauses with an S;, verb and the existential 
verb are different in that 


a. the existential verb usually cannot be omitted from a possessive clause, 
while it is optional in a clause like (46); 

b. a possessee in a possessive clause comes from an open class of nouns (e.g. 
‘dog’ in (48)), while an S;, verb—such as mhaisiki in (46)—belongs to a 
closed class; 

c. a possessive clause can be rephrased using the transitive verb of possession 
-de ‘have, hold’, cf. nuha finu nu-de-ka (I dog 1SG-have(A)-REC.P.VIS) 
‘I have a dog’, but one with a subgroup B verb cannot be; 

d. clauses like the one in (46) have an inchoative version with the S, verb -nu 
‘come, arrive’ illustrated in (49); if (48) is rephrased with the verb -nu, it 
does not have an inchoative meaning—see (50). 

(49) Amiri di-nu-ka nu-na. 

drunkenness 3SGNF-come(S,)-REC.P. VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘I became drunk.’ (Lit. ‘Drunkenness came to me.’) 
(50) Tfinu di-nu-ka nu-na. 
dog 3SGNF-come(S,)-REC.P.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘A/the dog came up to me.’ (Not: *‘I started having a dog.’) 
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Secondly, these S,, verbs allow alternative constructions of yet another kind. 
To emphasize the temporary character of a state, an S;, verb can occur with 
instrumental case, as in (51); while to refer to a more prolonged state, a con- 
struction like the one in (52) is used. Note that if an S;, verb takes instrumental 
case, it behaves like a non-verbal predicate, and this is why the subject, nuha 
T, is unmarked for case in (51). In contrast, (52) contains an S,, verb and its 
subject takes the -na case. 


(51) Nuha adaki-ne-mha. 
I be.feverish/fever-INS-PRES.NON. VIS 
‘I am feverish.’ (right now, for a short time) 


(52) Adaki-mha nu-na. 
be.feverish(S,,)-PRES.NON.VIS 1SG-OBJ 
‘I have been feverish.’ (over a lengthy period of time) 


5. Conclusions and discussion 


We have seen that A and S, share most syntactic properties in Tariana. An ex- 
planation for this could be provided by the fact that every transitive verb in 
Tariana can be also used intransitively, as an active intransitive verb (i.e. is 
ambitransitive of type S,=A—see note 5). 

The S,, A and S, arguments share three syntactic properties, besides the case- 
marking for the core constituents—the same subject constraint in serial verb 
constructions, operation of switch reference, and imperative; these justify their 
status as ‘subject’. S,, A and S, can be targets of passive. At the same time, 
S, verbs have a few properties that set them apart from A/S, (see Table 2, and 
the subsequent discussion). The properties of A, S,, S, and S;, predicates in 
Tariana are summarized in Table 4 (the numbers of the properties are the same 
as in Table 2, for ease of reference). 

The only property all S,,-type verbs share with A, S, and S, is same subject 
constraint in serial verb constructions (property b in Table 4). The S-type 
verbs differ from transitive, S, and S -type verbs in that they require object case 
marking for their only (S,,) argument (property f). The S;, verbs share one prop- 
erty with A and S, but not with S,: there are no restrictions on cooccurrence of 
these verbs in one type of serial verb construction (Property i in Table 4). Sim- 
ilarly to S,-type predicates, the S,, predicates display restrictions on what serial 
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Table 4. Properties of A, S,, So, Sj: a summary 













































































A S, S, Sio 
A B C 
a. Target of imperative yes no limited 
b. Same subject constraint in serial verb yes 
constructions 
c. Placement of negation in serial verb first component second component 
constructions 
d. Same subject constraint in switch yes no 
reference 
e. Use as arguments no yes no 
f. Case-marking unmarked form marked form 
g. Target of reciprocal yes no 
h. Target of topic-advancing derivation yes no 
i. Serializability: restrictions on no yes no 
cooccurrence of same verb types 
j- Serializability: restrictions on serial verb no yes 
construction types 
k. Applicability of passive yes no 
1. Causative formation See Scheme 1 See Table 3 
m. Alternative constructions no yes no 


constructions they can occur in (Property j in Table 4); however, these restric- 
tions are rather different for each of the types. Properties g and h are also shared 
by the S, and the S,,-types, but not by A and S, 

The properties f, k, d and c distinguish S,, verbs from the other verb types. 
These properties are shared by all the three subgroups of the S;, verbs. Thus, 
they constitute the main argument in favour of the S,, verbs as a separate class. 
Then, the three subgroups show certain differences as to how the properties a, 
e, | and m operate. 

Property a sets the C subgroup of the S,,-type verbs apart from the rest: only 
the verbs of the subgroup C (the ones which can also be used as S, verbs) can 
form imperatives of some kind. Property | has different values for all the three 
subgroups of the S,,-type verbs. The verbs of group B share properties e and m: 
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they can be used as arguments, and can also appear in possessive-like construc- 
tions and in constructions with instrumental case. This can be explained by the 
fact that the subgroup B verbs of the S,,-type are the most ‘nominal-like’ ones 
of all the S;, verbs. 

All the verb types show differences in what mechanisms of causative forma- 
tion is applicable to them (Property 1); we have seen, however, that the S,, verbs 
of the subgroup C are closer to the S,-type in how they form causatives (see 
Scheme | and Table 3). 

Special properties of the three groups of S,, verbs can be partly accounted for 
by their origin. The group B verbs are the most nominal-like (this is why they 
can be used as predicate arguments without being nominalized). The group C 
verbs overlap with S, verbs in at least two properties (imperative and causative 
formation)—this is easy to understand since all of them are also used as S, 
verbs. The group A verbs are the most unusual of all, in that they do not share 
any specific properties (a, e, 1 or m) with any other verbs, or with nouns. 

The shared properties of A, S,, S, and S;, verbs are sufficient to justify the 
category of ‘subject’. The S;, verbs might appear to be somewhat ‘problematic’ 
since of all the subject properties they only have ‘the same subject contraint’ in 
serialisation. However, in many languages (see Introduction to this volume) the 
‘strongest’ subject properties include control over coreferential deletion in com- 
plement clauses, control over reflexivisation, and pivot control: they tend to be 
retained by non-canonically marked A/S more frequently than other properties. 
Serial verbs in Tariana cover the functional domain of complement clauses in 
other languages (e.g. constructions like ‘want to do something’, or ‘try to do 
something’, or ‘begin to do something’ are rendered by serial verbs). The main 
strategy for reflexives is also serial verb constructions. Keeping in mind that 
Tariana has no pivot constraints (see §3.1), this implies that the same subject 
constraint does indeed cover the same functional domain as a number of other 
cross-linguistically ‘strong’ subject properties. 

A comparative study of transitive, intransitive active (S,), intransitive stative 
(S,) and S,, verbs with a non-canonically marked subject shows that the S,, 
argument of the S,,-type verbs can indeed be treated as a distinct subtype of S 
as part of the grammatical relation ‘subject’. The data of Tariana show, how- 
ever, that the behaviourial properties of the S,, argument of the three distinct 
subgroups of the S,,-type verbs may provide evidence in favour for a possibility 
of further ‘splitting’ of the category of S,,. 
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Notes 


10. 


Tariana is spoken by about 100 adults in the Vaupés area (see Aikhenvald 1999a); it has undergone 
a heavy areal impact from the neighbouring East-Tucano languages—see Aikhenvald (1996). Bare 
is now extinct (Aikhenvald 1995a), while Warekena is spoken by about 20 old people in the Xié 
river basin (Aikhenvald 1998). Baniwa of Içana (which forms a dialect continuum with Kurripako) 
is spoken by over 3,000 people. Abbreviations used here are: AG=agentive; ANIM=animate; 
ANT=anterior; AUG=augmentative; AUX=auxiliary; CAUS=causative; CL=classifier; 
COLL=collective; CONTR=contrast; DECL =declarative; DEM=demonstrative; DETR =detrimental; 
ps=different subject; ExC=excessive; F, FEM=feminine; FUT=future; IMPV=imperative; 
INAN=inanimate; INS=instrumental; INT=intentional; NEG=negative; NF=nonfeminine; 
NOM.PAST=nominal past; OBJ=object case; PASS=passive; PAUS=pausal; PL=plural; 
PRES.INFR=present inferred; PRES.NON.VIS=present non-visual; PRES.vIS=present visual; 
PROH=prohibitive; REC=reciprocal; REC.P.NON.VIS=recent past non-visual; REC.P. VIS=recent 
past visual; REM.P.REP=remote past reported; SEQ=sequential; sG=singular; ss=same subject; 
TOP.ADV=topic-advancing voice; TOP.NON. A/S =topical non-subject case marker. 


. This division of verbs goes back to proto-Arawak (Aikhenvald 1999b). We have no data about 


the status of the fourth class in proto-Arawak. Cross-referencing and the properties of ‘dative’ subjects 
in Bare, Warekena and Baniwa are discussed at some length in Aikhenvald (1995a, 1995b, 1998). 


. Ultimately, this argument is against the uniformity of the S as a grammatical relation. 
. This division roughly corresponds to the morphological distinction between active and stative intran- 


sitive verbs inherited from Proto-Arawak (see Aikhenvald 1999b). 


. Transitivity classes in Tariana are described in detail in Aikhenvald (2000a). 
. Tariana is almost unique among Arawak languages in having case-marking. I have shown elsewhere 


(Aikhenvald 1996) that case marking in Tariana is most probably the result of areal diffusion from 
East-Tucano languages. 


. Fornouns, but not for pronouns, it is homophonous with instrumental marker; see further discussion 


in Aikhenvald (1994). 


. The verbs we consider here are primary-A verbs (according to the classification by Dixon 1991). 


One S; verb, inuna ‘be unwilling’, can be used as a primary-A verb, and also as a secondary verb 
of modal type. There are three more secondary verbs of modal type (Dixon 1991: 88) which require 
that the A/S argument of the verb they ‘modify’ should take the -na ‘non-subject case’: the verb of 
obligation (ira ‘need’), manhina ‘be difficult’ and mahyuna ‘be impossible, difficult’. These verbs 
are idiosyncratic in other ways (see Aikhenvald in prep.); they won’t be discussed in this paper due 
to limitations of space. 


. A similar semantic distinction is found in the closely related Warekena, where any S,, verb can be 


used as an S, type verb: a predicate used as S,, denotes a temporary state, or condition (e.g. ‘Iam 
hungry (just now)’, while the same predicate used as S, denotes a permanent, or prolonged state (e.g. 
‘I am hungry (permanently, or over a continuous time-span)’) (see examples 620 and 621 in 
Aikhenvald 1998). 

The universal phenomena characteristic for ‘subjects’ suggested by Dixon (1994: 131-41) include 
imperatives and constituents with ‘can’, ‘try’, ‘begin’ and similar verbs—this is covered by the Same 
Subject constraint in serial verbs in Tariana. See §5 and note 12, for the analysis of ‘control in reflex- 
ive’ as a subject property in Tariana; causatives are discussed in §3.3. 
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11. Tariana has the following types of positive imperatives: simple (unmarked), proximate (‘do here’), 
distal (‘do there’), by proxy (order on someone else’s behalf), precative (‘please do’), cohortative 
(‘lets do’), directional (‘do in that direction’), and detrimental (‘do to your own detriment’). There 
are only two possibilities for the imperative in the negative: the general prohibitive, and the negative 
imperative ‘by proxy’. 

12. Tariana employs serial constructions to express reciprocal and reflexive meanings (Aikhenvald 
1999c and forthcoming). Thus, unlike many other languages, antecedent control over reflexive 
pronouns cannot be used as a meaningful criterion for subjects in this language; the same subject 
constraint in serial verbs covers it. 
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Impersonal Constructions in Amele 
JOHN R. ROBERTS 


SIL UK 


1. Introduction 


In this article’ I describe and analyse the syntax and semantics of so-called 
impersonal verb constructions” in the Amele language? of Papua New Guinea 
(PNG), especially with regard to the argument structure of these constructions. 
A typical example of such an impersonal construction is given in (1).* 


(1) lja wen  t-ei-a. 
1SG hunger 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was hungry.’ 


There is a free pronoun ija ‘T’ which corresponds to the subject pronoun in the 
English translation. However, in the Amele form this pronoun is cross-refer- 
enced on the verb as direct object (DO). The subject (su) of the impersonal verb 
is, in fact, cross-referenced as third person singular (3sG) but the reference is 
anonymous, so it is unclear what the subject nominal is of such an impersonal 
verb. Indeed part of the defining characteristics of an impersonal verb in Amele 
is that the subject agreement (Su Agr) is always 3SG. Such impersonal construc- 
tions normally express a physiological or psychological experience. 

Contrast (1) with an active verb form such as (2). Here the pronoun ija ‘T is 
cross-referenced on the verb as subject and meen ‘stone’ is cross-referenced as 
plural direct object. The clause exhibits the constituent order of subject—object— 
verb (SOV), which is the unmarked order. 
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(2) lja meeneu_ hel-ad-ig-a. 
1SG stone that throw-3PL.DO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I threw those stones.’ 


In §2 typological parameters are viewed that have a bearing in determining the 
nature of grammatical functions (GFs) in the language. These include configu- 
rational parameters, such as constituent order and the verb phrase constituent, 
the morphological coding and semantics of GFs, the intra-syntactic properties 
of GFs with regard to complement clauses, reflexives, and impersonal and re- 
ciprocal constructions, and the inter-syntactic properties of GFs with respect to 
the switch-reference system and causative constructions. 

In §3 the syntax and semantics of the two basic types of impersonal construc- 
tion in Amele are examined and compared. These are termed derived and lexi- 
cal impersonal constructions, respectively. The derived forms are fully produc- 
tive from the active verb and express the notion of desire. Lexical impersonal 
verbs, on the other hand, are not productive and express the notion of a physio- 
logical or psychological experience. 

The heart of the article is in §4 where what constitutes the notion of ‘subject’ 
in the impersonal clause is examined against the set of criteria used to define 
subject for the active verb. 

It turns out that in the impersonal clause subjecthood properties are divided 
between the experiencer nominal cross-referenced on the verb as direct object 
and the anonymous nominal cross-referenced on the verb by subject agreement. 
Only the morphological subject coding property and the semantic property of 
agent applies to this nominal. The rest of the configurational, pragmatic and 
referential subjecthood properties apply to the experiencer nominal cross-refer- 
enced as direct object. 

In this section we also examine what type of argument-determined construc- 
tion impersonal constructions are in terms of the four basic types proposed by 
Dixon and Aikenvald (1997). The conclusion is that impersonal is an argument 
transferring type of construction like passive, antipassive, applicative and caus- 
ative, (specifically a valency increasing construction like applicative and caus- 
ative) but unlike these constructions which retain the relevant semantic function 
across structures and change the syntactic and pragmatic functions, impersonal 
retains the pragmatic function of topic of the clause and changes the syntactic 
and semantic functions in the derived construction. 
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2. Typological parameters 


In this section we will look at the typological parameters of Amele that have a 
bearing on defining the grammatical functions of arguments in the active 
clause. 


2.1 Configurational parameters 


The unmarked constituent order for the active clause in all text types (i.e. by far 
the most frequent occurrence statistically) is SOV. Typically the subject is the 
first constituent in the clause and verb the last. Amele also has postpositions? 
and suffixation inflection.° 

The language is pro-drop and allows sentences without overt nominal sub- 
jects. It also has a verb phrase (VP) constituent of which subject is not a part. 
This can be demonstrated from (3). In this example ege ‘we’ is cross-referenced 
on the verb by suAgr’ and is the left-most core argument? of the clause. It is 
also the agent and the fact that it is not part of the VP can be shown by place- 
ment of the negator gee ‘not’. This constituent is part of the VP and it is nor- 
mally ungrammatical for it to occur before the subject. Certainly in (3) it would 
be ungrammatical for it to do so. 


(3) (*Qee) Ege (qee) saab (qee) j-ol-om. 
(NEG) 1PL (NEG) food (NEG) eat-NEGP-1PL.SU 
“We did not eat food.’ 


As already mentioned, Amele has OV constituent order and postpositions and 
is a wholly left-branching language in Dryer’s (1992) terms with all phrasal 
complements occurring to the left of the head constituent. It is also a predom- 
inantly head-marking language. So suAgr and object agreement (OAgr) is 
marked on the verb as the head of the clause and there is no case-marking on 
the nominal constituents of the clause. In the same way possessor agreement is 
marked on the inalienably possessed noun which functions as the head of the 
construction. This is illustrated by (4). 


(4) ija mela-mi 
1 SG SON- 1 SG.POSR 
‘my son’ 


Amele is not exclusively head-marking, however. The switch reference (SR) 
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morphology, i.e. same subject following (ss) and different subject following 
(DS), is marked on the dependent clause which precedes the following ‘head’ 
or controlling clause. Thus in (5a) the final clause saab jiga has the same sub- 
ject ija ‘T as the preceding dependent clause therefore this clause is marked ss. 
In (5b), on the other hand, there is a 38G subject in the final clause which is not 
coreferential with ija ‘T in the first clause so Ds is marked on this clause. 


(5) a. Ija bil-i-m-ig saab j-ig-a. 
1SG Sit-APPL-SS-1SG.SU food eat-1SG-TODP 
‘I sat down and ate the food.’ 


b. Ija bil-ece-min saab j-ei-a. 
1SG sit-DS-1SG.SU food eat-3SG-TODP 
‘I sat down and he ate the food.’ 


Note that in this type of ss/Ds marking the ss and Ds markers are separate from 
the suAgr morphology.’ This is a type of government between clauses. There 
is no agreement of subject categories, such as person and number, between the 
two clauses. Instead the controlling clause triggers the marking of the ss mor- 
pheme -m on the dependent clause. Likewise, when the subject of the control- 
ling clause is different to that of the dependent clause the Ds morpheme -ece is 
marked on the dependent clause. Notice, however, that while the sR morphol- 
ogy is marking the dependent clause as such the morphemes actually attach to 
the verb in each case as the head and final constituent of the dependent clause. 

Another instance of dependent marking is the reflexive pronouns. An exam- 
ple is given in (6). Here the personal pronoun is marked with the suffix -dodoc 
‘self’ which indicates its dependence on the antecedent subject. 


(6) lja ija-dodoc q-ug-a. 
1SG 1SG-REFL hit-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I hit myself, 


2.2 Coding of grammatical functions 


Grammatical functions are coded in Amele by constituent order in the clause 
and verbal cross-reference agreement on the verb for both subject and object 
functions. The language has a nominative-accusative system for marking the 
arguments S, A and O in the clause. These coding properties are illustrated 
by (7). 


IMPERSONAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN AMELE 205 


(7) lja jo=na ahul eu gel-ad-ig-a. 
1 SG house=in coconut that scrape-3PL.DO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I scraped those coconuts in the house.’ 


The subject ija ‘I’ is cross-referenced on the verb by the suAgr suffix -ig and 
the direct object ahul ‘coconuts’ is cross-referenced on the verb by the direct 
object agreement (Do Agr) morphology -ad.'° Notice that the noun ahul is not 
marked morphologically for plural number. Instead this category is indicated 
by the poAgr. No case agreement is marked on the nominal arguments either 
and no distinction is made between subject and object pronouns. These distinc- 
tions are all marked on the verb. 

A verb with a single argument is cross-referenced by suAgr, as illustrated 
by (8). So, in terms of Dixon (1994), Amele groups S/A together as distinct 
from O. 


(8) Ija cob-igi-na. 
1SG walk-1SG.SU-PRES 
‘I am walking.’ 


Up to three different types of object can be cross-referenced on the verb, viz. 
direct (DO), indirect (10) and oblique (00). For example, an 00 expressing 
benefactive can be added to (7) to produce (9). 


(9) lja jo=na ahul eu 
1SG house=in coconut that 
gel-ad-i-h-ig-a. 
scrape-3 PL.DO-APPL-2SG.00-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I scraped those coconuts in the house for you.’ 


In (10) dana eu ‘those men’ is cross-referenced on the verb as I0.RECIPIENT 
and 00.BENEFACTIVE is again cross-referenced as ‘you (SG)’. In this case 
boAgr is not marked on the verb. 


(10) Ija danaeu saab 
1SG man that food 
siw-i-ad-i-h-ig-a. 
distribute- A PPL-3PL.10-APPL-2SG.00-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I shared the food out to those men for you.’ 


If you compare (9) and (10) you will see that the 3PL.DO.PATIENT in (9) is 
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marked with -ad and the 3PL.10.RECIPIENT in (10) is also marked with -ad. 
The difference in function is actually indicated by the presence of the applica- 
tive marker (APPL) -i in (10) which occurs between the verb stem and the 
1oAgr. According to Roberts (1997c) forms such as (9) and (10) can be 
analysed as applicative constructions on the basis of the structure of the verb 
‘give’ in Amele, even though most instances of 1oAgr and oo Agr cross-refer- 
enced on the verb are not derived from oblique postpositional phrase (PP) con- 
structions. 

Each of the Do, 10 and oo grammatical functions can have a range of seman- 
tic functions. For example, the most common semantic function of DoAgr is 
Patient, as illustrated by (7) above, but Do Agr can also have an Addressee func- 
tion, as marked on the speech verb in (11), a Comparative function, as in (12), 
a Possessive function, as in (13), a Causee function, as in (14), a Recipient 
function, as in (15), or a Goal function, as in (16a), as well as other functions 
more difficult to assess semantically. Only with the goal function is it possible 
to have an alternative nonargument expression using an oblique PP construc- 
tion, as illustrated by (16b). 


(11) DO.ADDRESSEE 
Uqa ma-t-ei-a “Tja ahul 
38G tell-1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 1SG coconut 
gel-i-h-ig-en, t-ei-a. 


scrape-APPL-2SG.00-1SG.SU-FUT 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘He told me, “I will scrape coconut for you .” 


(12) DO.COMPARATIVE 
Melaid eu ija cito-t-ena. 
boy female that 1 sG tall- 1 SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘That girl is taller than me.’ (Lit. ‘talls me’) 


(13) DO.POSSESSIVE 
Ho eu danaeu_bil-ad-egi-na. 
pig that man that sit-3PL.DO-3PL.SU-PRES 
‘Those pigs belong to those men.’ 


(14) 


(15) 


(16) 
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DO.CAUSEE 

Mel sim  cul-ad-ece-bil ija=ca 

boy child let-3PL.DO-DS-3PL.SU 18G=towards 
h-oig-a. 


come-3PL.SU-IMP 
‘Let the children come to me.’ 


DO.RECIPIENT 

Uqa mela-h-ul lecis meen cesaw-al-en. 

3SG son-3S8G.POSR.PL two money divide-3DU.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘He divided the money between his two sons.’ 


DO.GOAL 

Uqa cesel-g-en. 

3SG return-1PL.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘He returned to us.’ 

Uqa ege=ca cesel-en. 

3SG 1PL=towards return-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘He returned to us.’ 


The 10 grammatical function can also have a range of semantic functions. The 
main function is that of Recipient, as already illustrated in (10) above, but 
10Agr can also have a Possessive function, as in (17), an Addressee function, 
as in (18), and a Reference function, as in (19a). This semantic notion can also 
be expressed alternatively by an oblique PP construction, as in (19b). The se- 
mantic functions of 10.GOAL and 10.SOURCE can also be expressed either by 
10 Agr on the verb or by an oblique PP, as illustrated by (20) and (21), respec- 


tively. 
(17) 


10.POSSESSIVE 

lja dewe-ni mool 

1SG body-1SG.POSR coconut oil 

cain cacawac-d-u-t-ag-aun. 

PROH Saturate-3SG.DO-APPL-1SG.I0-2SG.SU-NEGF 
‘Do not saturate my body (lit. body of mine) with oil.’ 
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(18) 10.ADDRESSEE 
Je eu uqa=na gug 
talk that 3sG-of basis 
sil-d-i-ad-ei-a. 
explain-3SG.DO-APPL-3PL.IO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘He explained the meaning of that talk to them,’ 


(19) I10.REFERENCE 
a. Ija mela-mi cain 
1SG son-1SG.POSR PROH 
ma-ad-i-t-ag-aun. 
tell-3PL.DO-APPL-1SG.IO-2SG.SU-NEGF 
‘Do not tell them about my son.’ 
b. Ija mela-mi=nu cain ma-ad-ag-aun. 
1SG son-1SG.POSR=about PROH tell-3PL.DO-2SG.SU-NEGF 
‘Do not tell them about my son.’ 


(20) 10.GOAL 
a. H-u-t-ag-a. 
come-APPL-1SG.10-2SG.SU-IMP 
‘Come to me.’ 
b. Ija=ca h-og-a. 
1SG=towards come-2SG.SU-IMP 
‘Come to me.’ 


(21) 10.SOURCE 
a. lja je eu casac Bunag dah m-u-t-ug-a. 
18G talk that first Bunag ear put-APPL-3SG.10-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I first heard that talk from Bunag.’ 
b. Ija je eu casac Bunag=na=dec dah m-ig-a. 
18G talk that first Bunag=of=from ear put-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I first heard that talk from Bunag.’ 


The difference between the 10 forms cross-referenced on the verb and those 
marked by an oblique PP in (19), (20) and (21) is a pragmatic one. In the 1oAgr 
forms the focus is on the indirect object. 

The 00 grammatical function also has more than one semantic function. The 
primary function of oo is that of Benefactive and another example is given in 
(22a). OO.BENEFACTIVE is another semantic function that can be expressed 
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either by oo Agr, as in (22a), or by an oblique PP, as in (22b). However, in this 
case native speakers would say they are not equivalent in meaning, since the PP 
construction can also have a causal as well as a benefactive meaning. Another 
function of oo Agr is that of Malefactive and an example of this is given in (23). 


(22) OO.BENEFACTIVE 
a. Ugqajo eu ceh-al-i-ad-ei-a. 
3SG house that build-3du.D0-APPL-2PL.00-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘He built both those (two) houses for you (plural). 
b. Ugqaage=nu jo eu ceh-al-ei-a. 
3SG 2PL=for house that build-3du.D0-3SG.sU-TODP 
‘He built both those (two) houses for/because of you (plural).’ 


(23) OO.MALEFACTIVE 
Ene cain salal-i-t-ag-aun. 
here PROH Slide-APPL-1SG.00-2SG.SU-NEGF 
‘Don’t slide here and annoy me (coll. don’t slide on me here).’ 


As can be seen from the above examples there is an order in which the different 
types of OAgr can be marked on the verb. 

The poAgr attaches directly to the verb stem without an intervening applica- 
tive marker. 1oAgr must follow DOAgr if it is marked and there must be an 
applicative marker preceding the 1oAgr. ooAgr is the outermost of the three 
and follows any other oAgr marked. The oo Agr must also be preceded by the 
applicative marker. The marking of oAgr on the verb as 


verb stem + (DOAgr) + oAgr) + (OoAgr) + suAgr 
is therefore a mirror image of the ordering of constituents in the clause, 
which is 
subject—oblique object—indirect object—direct object—verb 
These structural and coding properties therefore provide at least five different 


ways of determining the grammatical function of the constituent in the clause. 
These are: 


1. Its order in the clause, i.e. SU, 00,10, DO, V 

2. For distinguishing subject, whether it is inside or outside the VP. 

3. The type of cross-reference inflection marked on the verb, viz. suAgr and 
oAgr have entirely different forms (see Roberts 1987: 277-81, 1993, 1996, 
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for example), and the form of Do Agr is similar to but different from the form 
of 10Agr and oo Agr. 

4. The position of the agreement inflection marked on the verb, i.e. verb stem, 
+poAgr, +10Agr, +0o0Agr, +SuAgr 

5. In the case of OAgr whether the applicative marker precedes or not. 


Yet a sixth way is provided by paradigmatic substitution, particularly for the 10 
and oo forms. For example, the object reference in (24) can have a goal or 
benefactive reading. To determine which reading applies the postpositional 
alternatives can be substituted, as in (25). 


(24) Hel-i-t-ag-a. 
throw- APPL-1SG.10/O0-2SG.SU-IMP 
‘Throw (it) to/for me.’ 


(25) a. Ija=ca hel-ag-a. 
1SG=to (10) throw-2SG.SU-IMP 
“Throw it to me.’ 
b. Tja=nu hel-ag-a. 
1SG=for (00) throw-2SG.SU-IMP 
‘Throw it for me.’ 


Although three different types of object can be cross-referenced on the verb 
only amaximum of two objects can be cross-referenced on any verb at the same 
time. This restriction applies to all verbs except the verb ‘give’. For this verb 
all three object functions can be marked at the same time. An example of this 
is given in (26). For ‘give’ there is no visible verb stem as such. Instead the 
10 Agr morphology has been relexicalised and functions as the verb stem. The 
DOAgr and oo Agr can both be optionally marked after the relexicalised 10 Agr. 
For a complete discussion and analysis of ‘give’ in Amele see Roberts (1997c). 


(26) Eeta=nu _ ut-ad-i-t-ag-a? 
what=for 3SG.10-3PL.DO-APPL-1SG.00-2SG.SU-TODP 
“Why did you give him them on me?’ 


So the separate grammatical functions of subject, direct object, indirect object 
and oblique object can be clearly defined both formally and functionally and it 
is possible to mark all of these functions on at least one verb at the same time. 
Whaley (1997) says that languages almost without exception use three or fewer 
grammatical functions. However, many Papuan languages mark recipient and 
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benefactive on the verb as additional grammatical functions (see Whitehead 
(1981-82), for example) and Amele is a typical example of this class of lan- 
guages of which there are 800 or more members. 

Foley (1986: 96-8) says that Papuan languages can fall into three main 
groupings with regard to how they mark the dative arguments of recipient and 
benefactive. Some behave like Yimas, in which the dative nominals are assimi- 
lated to the class of core functions, i.e. actor and undergoer, and are indicated 
by verbal affixation. Others behave like Iatmul, in which the datives are assimi- 
lated to the class of peripheral functions and are suffixed with nominal case 
markers. There is also a third intermediate group in which beneficiary can ap- 
pear as either a core argument marked on the verb or as a peripheral argument 
marked by a nominal case marker and recipient is marked only as a core argu- 
ment. The Barai language of the Koiarian family is cited as an example of this 
class. Amele would appear to belong to the Barai class since in Amele the 
Benefactive can be expressed either by ooAgr on the verb or by the 
postposition =nu ‘for/because’ cliticised to the beneficiary. Recipient, on the 
other hand, can only be expressed by OAgr on the verb. 

It cannot be indicated by an oblique PP construction, for example. However, 
Recipient can be marked as either a core argument by DoAgr or a dative argu- 
ment by 10Agr. Whether Recipient is cross-referenced as Do or 10 depends on 
the ditransitive verb in question. 

Whaley (1997) following Gerdts (1992) suggests that languages can be clas- 
sified as to whether they are direct-object centred or indirect-object centred 
languages. Direct object-centred languages tend to have very little case marking 
and have verb agreement only with subjects or only with subjects and direct 
objects. They also tend to permit recipients to appear as direct objects. English 
is cited as a good example of a direct object-centred language. In contrast indi- 
rect object-centred languages tend to have robust case-marking systems and to 
allow verb agreement with indirect objects. Moreover, they often permit pa- 
tients, which are typically treated as direct objects in direct object-centred lan- 
guages, to be encoded as indirect objects. Choctaw is cited as an example of 
such a language. 

In Whaley’s terms Amele is probably best considered to be a direct-object 
centred language, since it has no case marking and readily permits recipients to 
appear as direct objects rather than permitting patients to appear as indirect 
objects. However, there is verb agreement for more than just subjects and direct 
objects. Also Amele does not have any type of ‘recipient promotion’ as in 
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English where a recipient in a prepositional phrase, e.g. J gave the ball to Jim, 
can be promoted to direct object position, 7 gave Jim the ball. Instead some 
verbs, such as siwidoc ‘to distribute’, require 1O.RECIPIENT and other verbs, 
such as cesawec ‘to divide’, require DO.RECIPIENT. 


2.3 Intra-syntactic properties of grammatical functions 


The intra-syntactic properties of grammatical functions relate to the coreference 
of subject in complement clauses, reflexives and reciprocal constructions. 


2.3.1 Complement clauses 

No active verb in Amele requires an obligatory complement clause. However, 
when a verb does take a complement clause and the subject of the complement 
clause is identical to the subject of the main clause then the former is omitted. 
Some examples of verbs that can take a complement clause are given in 
(27)—(30) to illustrate this. The verbs temdoc ‘to try’ and saciadoc ‘to prepare’ 
belong to the class of verbs that take an obligatory Do marker whether there is 
a direct object in the clause or not.'! 


(27) lja Ø nu-ec=nu tem-d-om. 
1SG go-INF=for try-3SG.DO-REMP.1SG.SU 
‘I tried to go,’ 


(28) lja @nu-ec=nu — sacia-d-om. 
1SG  g0-INF=for prepare-3SG.DO-REMP. 1SG.SU 
‘I prepared to go.’ 
(29) lja Ø nu-ec=nu sanan m-em. 
1SG go-INF=for put-REMP.1SG.SU 


‘I started to go.’ 


(30) lja @nu-ec=nu cucui-em. 
1SG go-INF=for fear-REMP.1SG.SU 
‘I feared to go.’ 


2.3.2 Reflexives 

Amele has reflexive pronouns. These are the personal pronouns with the reflex- 
ive suffix -dodoc attached." They can have a reflexive function, as illustrated 
by (31), or an emphatic function, as illustrated by (32). 
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(31) Dana uga-dodoc q-oi-a. 
man 3SG-REFL hit-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘The man hit himself’ 


(32) Ija ija-dodoc jobon nu-ig-a. 
1SG 1SG-REFL village go-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I myself went home.’ 


In the active clause the reflexive can also function as the modifier of an argu- 
ment with the subject as antecedent. An example of this is given in (33). 


(33) Ija ija-dodoc ilo-mi q-ug-a. 
1SG 1SG-REFL head-1SG.POSR hit-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I hit my own head,’ 


It is also possible to have subject and object agreement coded on the verb for 
the same referent. This can be SU+DO, as in (34a), or SU+IO, as in (35a), or 
SU+00, as in (36a). 


(34) a. Ija q-it-ig-a. SU+DO 
1SG hit-1SG.DO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I hit me?’ 

(35) a. Ija saab it-ig-a. SU+IO 


1SG food 1SG.IO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I gave me food.’ 


(36) a. Ija saab cil-i-t-ig-a. SU+00 
1SG food boil- APPL-1SG.00-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I boiled me food.’ 


However, it is ungrammatical to add to such structures a reflexive pronoun with 
the same function as that cross-referenced on the verb. This is illustrated by 
(34b), (35b), and (36b). 


(34) b. Ija (*ija-dodoc) q-it-ig-a. SU+DO+REFL 
1SG (1SG-REFL) hit-1SG.DO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I hit me (*myself).’ 

(35) b. Ija (*ija-dodoc) saab it-ig-a. SU+IO+REFL 


1SG (1SG-REFL) food 1SG.10-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I gave me food (*myself).’ 
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(36) b. Ija (*ija-dodoc) saab cil-i-t-ig-a. SU+O0+REFL 
1SG (1SG-REFL) food boil-APPL-1SG.00-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I boiled me food (*myself).’ 


The reflexive object pronoun and the relevant object agreement are mutually 
exclusive. In effect the presence of the reflexive pronoun reduces the transitiv- 
ity of each clause to just a subject argument. To express reflexivity in conjunc- 
tion with a verb that has obligatory OAgr marking, such as ‘give’ in (35) for 
example, the reflexive pronoun must be demoted to an oblique PP, as in (35c). 


(35) c. Ija ija-dodoc=nu_ saab it-ig-a. SU+IO+REFL 
1SG 1SG-REFL=for food 1SG.10-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I gave myself food.’ 


As described in Roberts (1987: 124-30) the antecedent in reflexive construc- 
tions can be any of the grammatical functions subject, direct object, indirect 
object or oblique object. In (37) the antecedent is Do and the reflexive is a sub- 
ject modifier, in (38) the antecedent is 10 and the reflexive is a subject modifier, 
and in (39) the antecedent is oo and the reflexive is also a subject modifier. 
However, only antecedent subject can have a reflexive pronoun in an argument 
position. All the antecedent object functions can only have a reflexive pronoun 
in an argument modifier position. Thus subject has a unique function with re- 
gard to reflexivisation. 


(37) Tja-dodoc mela-mi q-it-i-a. 
1SG-REFL son-1SG.POSR hit-1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘My own son hit me.’ 


(38) Tja-dodoc mela-mi saab it-ig-a. 
1SG-REFL Son-1SG.POSR food 1SG.10-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘My own son gave me food.’ 


(39) Tja-dodoc mela-mi saab cil-i-t-ig-a. 
1SG-REFL son-18G.POSR food boil-APPL-1SG.00-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘My own son boiled me food.’ 


Other languages spoken in PNG also have a detransitivising reflexive. 
Sinaugoro, for example, is an Austronesian language belonging to the Papuan 
Tip Cluster. This language has nominative-accusative cross-reference agree- 
ment marking on the verb and ergative case marked on nominals." This is illus- 
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trated by (40). Reflexive is marked by ve- prefixed to the verb, as illustrated 
by (41). However, it is ungrammatical to have ergative case marking on the 
antecedent nominal as well as reflexive marked on the verb, as illustrated 
by (42). In this case reflexive marking on the verb requires a clause with a 
single absolutive argument. 


(40) Gia tau-ge-na-na bai e vagi-a-to. 
3S man-NEUTRAL-3S-ERG pig 38.SU kill-38.DO0-PERFECTIVE 
‘The man killed the pig.’ 

(41) Gia tau-ge-na e ve-vagi-to. 
3S man-NEUTRAL-3S 38.SU REFLEXIVE-kill-PERFECTIVE 
‘The man killed himself.’ 

(42) *Gia tau-ge-na-na e 


3S man-NEUTRAL-3S-ERG 3S.SU 
ve-vagi-a-to. 
REFLEXIVE-kill-38.DO-PERFECTIVE 
‘The man killed himself.’ (Sinauoro) 


Contrast Sinaugoro with Arop, another Austronesian language spoken in PNG. 
Nystrom (1994) describes how reflexive is transitive in this language. Arop has 
subject cross-reference agreement marking on the verb, as illustrated by (43). 
Reflexive is indicated by a valence increasing transitive marker -na on the verb 
and a free pronoun that agrees in person and number with the subject, as illus- 
trated by (44). It is ungrammatical for the reflexive pronoun to occur without 
the transitive marker, as illustrated by (45). 


(43) Tet-men-men peyian. 
1PL.SU.IMPERF-CONT-Sit just 
“We are just sitting around.’ 


(44) Tet-men-men-na et peyian. 
1PL.SU.IMPERF-CONT-Sit-TRANS 1PL just 
“We are just resting ourselves.’ 


(45) *Tet-men-men et peyian. 
1PL.SU.IMPERF-CONT-Sit 1PL just 
“We are just resting ourselves.’ (Arop) 


Dixon and Aikhenvald (1997) have suggested a new and more consistent 
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classification of argument-determined constructions. They argue for four basic 
types called (i) argument transferring, (ii) argument focusing, (iii) argument 
manipulating, and (iv) marking the referential role of arguments. Under (i) 
argument transferring, they include passive and antipassive as examples of 
valency decreasing derivations and applicative and causative as examples of 
valency increasing derivations. Across the four types suggested these are the 
only constructions that vary the transitivity in the clause. It has been demon- 
strated above, however, that reflexive is also a construction that can decrease 
transitivity in the clause in some languages while increasing transitivity in 
others. There would therefore appear to be a case for including reflexive under 
the argument transferring type of construction. 


2.3.3 Reciprocals 

Amele also has reciprocal constructions. As described in Roberts (1987: 131, 
306-8, 1991a and 1996). The reciprocal verb is realised by two identical 
switch-reference verbs embedded within a matrix verb. 

These verbs can comprise either a verb stem with or without oAgr or just 
oAgr followed by inflection that expresses Ds and 3sG.suAgr. Each verb 
coreferences an individual reciprocant. This construction is embedded within 
a matrix verb with inflection that expresses subject agreement with the 
reciprocant group as a whole, either dual or plural number. Thus the antecedent 
group is always the subject of the matrix verb." 

The reciprocal construction is fully productive and most transitive verbs can 
have a reciprocal form. The only limit appears to be envisioning a situation 
where a particular action can be reciprocated. 

Some illustrative examples are given in (46)—(52). In each case the subject 
of the matrix verb is the antecedent but the reciprocal arrangement can be 
coreferenced with the Do, as in (46)-(48), the 10, as in (49)-(50), or the oo, as 
in (51)-(52). The combined effect is that the subject of the matrix clause, which 
refers to the whole reciprocant group, takes on the semantic functions applica- 
ble to both subject and object in each case. 


(46) SU.AGENT © DO.PATIENT 
Age f-ece-b f-ece-b eig-an. 
3PL see-DS-3SG.SU see-DS-3SG.SU 3PL.SU-YESTP 
‘They saw each other (yesterday). 


(47) 


(48) 


(49) 


(50) 


(51) 
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SU.AGENT © DO.PATIENT 

Dana age qet-ud-ece-b qget-ud-ece-b 

man 3PL cut-3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU cut-3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 
ol-oin. 

HABP-3PL.SU 

“The men used to cut each other.’ 


SU.AGENT © DO.PATIENT 

Ele cesul do-co-b do-co-b 

1DU help 38G.DO-DS-3SG.SU 3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 
ow-a=le. 

1 DU.SU-INJ=HORT 

‘Let us (two) help each other,’ 


SU.AGENT $> 10.RECIPIENT 

Age jaq-i to-co-b to-co-b 

3PL write- APPL 3SG.IO-DS-3SG.SU 3SG.IO-DS-3SG.SU 
ein. 

REMP.3PL.SU 

‘They wrote to each other.’ 


SU.AGENT © I0.REFERENT 

Ale mel-emela mad-i to-co-b 

3du son-3du.Posr tell-APPL 3SG.IO-DS-3SG.SU 
to-co-b esi-na. 

3SG.10-DS-3SG.SU 3DU.SU-PRES 

“They (two) are telling each other about their sons.’ 


SU.AGENT <> OO.BENEFACTIVE 


Age jacas qet-i to-co-b to-co-b 

3PL tobacco cut-APPL 3S8G.00-DS-3SG.SU 3SG.00-DS-3SG.SU 
oqag-an. 

3PL.SU-FUT 


“They will cut tobacco for each other.’ 
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(52) SU.AGENT © OO.MALEFACTIVE 
Ale=na ho u to-co-b to-co-b 
3DU=of pig get.APPL 3SG.00-DS-38G.SU 3SG.00-DS-3SG.SU 
esin. 


REMP.3DU.SU 
‘They (two) killed their pigs on each other.’ 


Concerning the typological schema proposed by Dixon and Aikhenvald (1997), 
reciprocal constructions in Amele are of the class (I) argument transferring type. 
Specifically, they are a detransitivising device. 

Compare the reciprocal constructions in (46)-(52) with the nonreciprocal 
equivalents below. For example, (46a) is a nonreciprocal equivalent of (46). In 
(46a) there is a DO dana ‘men’ and this is cross-referenced on the verb with 
DOAgr. However, in (46) there is no Do in the matrix clause and no DoAgr 
marked in the matrix verb morphology. Therefore the reciprocal form is a 
detransitivised version of the nonreciprocal form. This same correspondence 
can be seen between (49) and (49a), and (51) and (51a). 


(46) a. Dana age dana qet-ad-ol-oin. 
man 3PL man cut-3PL.DO-HABP-3PL.SU 
‘The men, used to cut the men,’ 


(49) a. Age jaq-i-ad-ein. 
3PL write-APPL-3PL.IO-REMP.3PL.SU 
‘They; wrote to them,.’ 


(51) a. Age jacas  gqet-i-ad-oqag-an. 
3PL tobacco cut- APPL-3PL.10-3PL.SU-FUT 
‘They; will cut tobacco for them,’ 


2.4 Inter-syntactic properties of grammatical functions 


The inter-syntactic properties of grammatical functions relate to the coreference 
of subject and object between switch-reference clauses and causative construc- 
tions. 


2.4.1 Switch-reference clauses 
Roberts (1997a) estimates that 70% of Papuan languages have some kind of 
switch-reference system. In Amele sR is the most prominent piece of inter- 


IMPERSONAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN AMELE 219 


clausal syntax in the language. There are two basic types of marking. For sub- 
junctive verbs expressing sequential tense the markers -m ‘same subject follow- 
ing’ and -ece or -oco for ‘different subject following’ are used. These forms 
have already been illustrated in (5) above. For subjunctive verbs expressing 
simultaneous tense” particular sets of su Agr inflection are used to mark the 
ss/Ds distinction. This can be briefly illustrated by (53) and (54). 


(53) Ege co-cob-ob (*-oqgon) saab 
1PL SIM-Walk-1PL.SU.SS (*-1PL.SU.DS.R) food 
j-om. 


eat-REMP.1PL.SU 
‘As we walked we ate food.’ 


(54) Ege co-cob-ob (*-omun) saab 
1PL SIM-Walk-1PL.SU.SS (*-1PL.SU.DS.IR) food 
J-eq-an. 


eat-1PL.SU-FUT 
‘As we walk we will eat food.’ 


In (53) saab jom is the controlling clause and the preceding sR clause must 
be marked for ss by the ss suAgr morphology. It would be ungrammatical 
in this context to mark Ds, which in this case would be marked by the ps 
suAgr for a realis subjunctive clause, since the final clause is marked for 
remote past tense. Contrast this with (54) where the alternative ps suAgr 
would be the irrealis set, since the final controlling clause is marked for future 
tense.'° 


2.4.2 Causative constructions 

Although Amele does not have causative verbs as such, constructions do occur 
involving certain verbs that have a causative function and these constructions 
rely on the notions of A and O for their operation. A typical causative construc- 
tion based on the verb odec ‘to do’ is illustrated by (55). In this case the verb 
odigec ‘to do us’ has a causative function. The literal meaning is “she did us and 
we ate’. In this case the ‘us’ Do in the causative clause is coreferential with the 
‘we’ SU in the causee clause. 


(55) Uqa od-ig-ece-b ege saab j-om. 
3SG do-1PL.DO-DS-3SG.SU 1PL food eat-REMP.1PL.SU 
‘She made us eat food.’ 
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As illustrated by (56a), the causative construction only ‘works’ if 
the DO.CAUSATIVE is coreferential with the SU.cCAUSEE. In (56a) the 
DO.CAUSATIVE is coreferential with the DO.CAUSEE. Therefore such a con- 
struction makes no sense and is ungrammatical. To make it grammatical 
the DO.CAUSATIVE needs to be made coreferential with the SU.CAUSEE, as 
in (56b). 


(56) a. *Uga od-ig-ece-b dana eu ege 
3SG do-1PL.DO-DS-3SG.SU man that 1PL 
q-ig-i-a. 


hit- 1PL.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘She made that man beat us.’ 


b. Uqa od-ud-ece-b dana eu ege 
3SG do-3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU man that 1 PL 
q-ig-i-a. 


hit-1 PL.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘She made that man beat us.’ 


Other verbs such as madec ‘to tell’ and culec ‘to allow’, can also have a caus- 
ative function and some examples are given in (57) and (58). 


(57) Uqa dana eu ma-ad-ece-b bel-ein. 
3sG man that tell-3PL.DO-DS-3SG.SU g0-REMP.3PL.SU 
‘He told those men to go (lit. he told them and they went). 


(58) Age mel sim cul-ad-ece-bil ija=ca 
3PL boy child allow-3PL.DO-DS-3PL.SU 1SG=towards 
h-oig-a=le. 


come-3PL.SU-IMP=HORT 
‘Let the children come to me.’ 


3. The syntax and semantics of impersonal constructions 


There are two basic forms of impersonal constructions in Amele, which can be 
termed derived and lexical. 
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3.1 Derived impersonal constructions 


The derived impersonal construction expresses the notion of desire or wish (i.e. 
optative mood) and any verb that takes a subject with a human or animate refer- 
ent can be inflected for this category. They are termed derived because they are 
viewed as a fully productive derivation from the active form of the verb. 

Contrast an active verb, such as (59), with a derived impersonal verb, such 


as (60). 


(59) Ija ma j-igi-na. 
1 SG taro eat- 1 SG.SU-PRES 
‘I am eating taro.’ 


(60) Ija ma j-ag-a t-ena. 
1 SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I want to eat taro (lit. I (you) eat taro told me).’ 


With the active verb the subject ija ‘I’ is cross-referenced on the verb by 
suAgr. However, with the impersonal verb the ‘subject’ ija ‘I’ is cross-refer- 
enced in the matrix verb with DoAgr. This impersonal verb morphology is pre- 
ceded by a complement imperative clause, which is addressed to the one ex- 
pressing the desire. The subject of this complement clause, hina ‘you’ in this 
case, is normally omitted when it is coreferential with the ‘subject’ of the im- 
personal verb. 

The imperative clause is always expressed in second person but must agree 
in number with the experiencer. Thus ‘we want to eat taro’ would be ege ma 
jeiga (2PL.SU.IMP) gena. 

This type of impersonal verb can be inflected for any tense, aspect or mood, 
except for counterfactual mood. Note that there is no change in the basic mean- 
ing of the verb in the impersonal construction. It still means ‘eat taro’. The 
change occurs in the semantic function of the ‘subject’ ija ‘T . In (59) the func- 
tion is agent but in (60) the function is experiencer. In (60) this nominal is also 
cross-referenced on the impersonal verb as Do and the grammatical subject is 
cross-referenced as anonymous third person singular. 

Thus the impersonal desiderative contrasts with the imperative in how the 
command is directed. In the imperative the command is directed by the speaker 
towards another party. Whereas in the impersonal desiderative the command is 
directed towards the speaker by an anonymous agency. 
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A second type of construction is used to express impersonal desiderative in 
the counterfactual mood. It has a similar structure to the first type except that 
the impersonal verb is inflected for the counterfactual mood and the verb in the 
preceding complement clause is in the remote past tense instead of imperative 
mood. Also in this case the verb in the complement clause must agree in both 
person and number with the experiencer. An example is given in (61). 


(61) Ija ma j-em t-ou-b. 
1SG taro eat-REMP.1SG.SU 1SG.DO-CONTR-3SG.SU 
‘I would like to have eaten taro.’ 


In (60) and (61) the experiencer cross-referenced as DO on the impersonal verb 
and the addressee of the imperative verb have the same reference so the subject 
of the imperative verb is omitted. However, if the desire is for someone else to 
do something then this referent has to be expressed. An example of this is given 
in (62). Notice that the imperative verb jeiga ‘eat’ agrees in number with cotiel 
‘brothers’, which functions as the subject of this verb. 


(62) Ija cot-i=el ma j-eig-a 
1SG brother-1SG.POSR=PL taro eat-2PL.SU-IMP 
t-ena. 


1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I want my brothers to eat taro.’ 


In a similar way when the subject of the complement clause in the counter- 
factual impersonal construction is different from the experiencer in the matrix 
clause then the verb in the complement clause must agree in person and number 
with its own subject. This is illustrated by (63). 


(63) Ija cot-i=el ma j-ein 
1SG brother-1SG.POSR=PL taro eat-REMP.3PL.SU 
t-ou-b. 


1SG.DO-CONTR-3SG.SU 
‘I would like my brothers to have eaten taro.’ 


It is also the case that impersonal desiderative can readily combine with any 
of the other derivational categories marked on the verb, such as iterative” 
aspect and reciprocal. Examples of each of these combinations are given 


in (64)—(66). 
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(64) IMPERSONAL+ITERATIVE 
Ija ma j-ag-a ti-ti-en. 
1SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP ITER-1SG.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘I repeatedly wanted to eat taro.’ 


(65) IMPERSONAL+RECIPROCAL 
Age q-oco-b q-oco-b eig-a 
3PL hit-Ds-3SG.SU hit-DS-3SG.SU 3PL.SU-IMP 
ad-en. 


3PL.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘They wanted to hit each other.’ 


(66) IMPERSONAL+ITERATIVE+RECIPROCAL 
Age q-oco-b q-oco-b eig-a 
3PL hit-Ds-3SG.SU hit-DS-3SG.SU 3PL.SU-IMP 
a-ad-en. 
ITER-3PL.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘They repeatedly wanted to hit each other.’ 


Impersonal desiderative can also be expressed in the injunctive (third person 
imperative) mood, as in (67), and an impersonal clause can function as a com- 
plement clause, as illustrated by (68). 


(67) Ma j-ag-a h-ei-a! 
taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 2SG.DO-3SG.SU-INJ 
‘Desire to eat taro!’ 


(68) Ija ma j-ag-a t-ec=nu sanan 
1SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 1SG.DO-INF=for 
m-em. 


put-REMP.1SG.SU 
‘I have started to desire to eat taro.’ 


With regard to combining with other categories, it should be noted that an im- 
personal verb does not function like a stative verb in the language. Amele does 
not have a verb ‘to be’ as such. Instead several verbs that have both a dynamic 
and stative function can occur in the stative clause. The main verbs that have 
this dual function are: bilec ‘to sit (down)/to be’, nijec ‘to lie (down)/to be’, 
tawec ‘to stand (up)/to be’, qoc ‘to hit/to be/to have’, mec ‘to put/to become’ 
and lec ‘to go/to become’. 
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An example of how a stative verb works in Amele is given in (69). Example 
(69a) is a stative clause without a verb. This contrasts with the stative clause in 
(69b), which does have a verb. 

The difference between (69a) and (69b) is in the expression of tense/aspect. 
(69a) is essentially ‘tenseless’ and expresses an existential meaning. Therefore 
no verb is required to carry the tense marking. With (69b), on the other hand, 
a stative verb is required to express the notion of past habitual aspect and in this 
case the verb bilec ‘to sit (down)/to be’ is supplied. 


(69) a. Danaeu utuqa-ni. 
man that neighbour-1SG.POSR 
‘That man is my neighbour.’ 


b. Danaeu utuqa-ni bil-ol-oi. 
man that neighbour-1SG.POSR sit-HABP-3SG.SU 
‘That man used to be my neighbour.’ 


Stative verbs have a number of cooccurrence restrictions. One restriction is that 
a verb such as bilec ‘to sit (down)/to be’ cannot have its stative meaning in the 
present tense. This is because present tense in Amele has an inherent progres- 
sive meaning. In (70a), for example, only the dynamic meaning of bilec is al- 
lowed. To express the stative meaning one has to switch to the today’s past 
tense, as in (70b). However, impersonal verbs can readily occur with present 
tense, as already illustrated by (60) above. 


(70) a. Ugaene bil-ina. 
38G here sit-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘He is sitting here.’ 
b. Ugaene bil-i-a. 
38G here sit-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘He is (sitting) here.’ 


A verb like bilec cannot have its stative meaning when inflected for imperative 
mood. Thus in (71) the dynamic meaning is the only one allowed. But imper- 
sonal verbs, on the other hand, can be inflected for imperative mood, as shown 
by (67) above. 


(71) Ene bil-ig-a! 
here sit-2SG.SU-IMP 
‘Sit here!’ 
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Finally, the verb bilec can only have its dynamic meaning when inflected 
for iterative aspect. In (72a), for example, the stative meaning is not allowed. 
Contrast this with the same verb inflected for simultaneous tense, as in (72b). 
Simultaneous tense is also expressed by reduplication of the verb, but CV redu- 
plication instead of whole stem reduplication in the iterative form.’* In the sim- 
ultaneous tense form the stative meaning is allowed. Again impersonal verbs 
can be inflected for iterative aspect, as illustrated by (64) and (66) above. 


(72) a. Ugaene bili-bili-ena. 
3SG here ITER-Sit-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘He sits here repeatedly.’ 
b. Ugqaene bi-bil-en... 
3SG here SIM-Sit-3SG.SU.DS.R 
‘As he is/sits here...’ 


Thus the conclusion to be reached is that impersonal verbs in Amele are not 
stative but dynamic. The semantic difference between an active verb and an 
impersonal verb is one of control. The entity referred to by the experiencer 
nominal in the impersonal clause does not have control over the experience. 


3.2 Lexical impersonal constructions 


Lexical impersonal constructions are so-called because they are not produc- 
tively derived from active verb forms. The impersonal verb illustrated in (1) and 
reproduced below is an example of a lexical impersonal verb. In this case a 
nominal constituent wen ‘hunger’ appears in place of the imperative comple- 
ment clause in the derived impersonal construction. Therefore lexical imper- 
sonal verbs are not derived from active verbs. 


(1) lja wen t-ei-a. 
1SG hunger 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was hungry (lit. I, x hungered me)’ 


It can be readily demonstrated that wen is nominal and not a verb stem, for 
example, by the fact that it can be expanded as such. This is illustrated by (73). 


(73) lja wen ben bahic t-ei-a. 
18G hunger big very 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was very hungry.’ 
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Also some lexical impersonal verbs are based on an inalienably possessed noun 
that takes its own agreement inflection. An example is given in (74). In this 
case the possessor is coreferential with the experiencer and so the possessor 
pronoun ija ‘T is omitted. 


(74) Ija maja-ni t-ei-d. 
1SG shame-1SG.POSR 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was ashamed.’ 


There are several different formal types of lexical impersonal verb. Many are 
of the wen doc ‘to be hungry’ type. These are based on a nominal that can usu- 
ally occur elsewhere in the language as a free nominal. For example, wen ‘hun- 
ger’ can also occur in wen=ca hunger=add ‘hungry’ and wen bil-ec hunger 
Sit-INF ‘to be hungry’. In some cases the nominal is a compound noun, such as 
wa gab d-oc water cup 3SG.DO-INF ‘to be thirsty’. A limited number are of the 
majag doc ‘to be ashamed’ type, which are based on an inalienably possessed 
noun that must agree with the experiencer. Yet others are based on an inalien- 
ably possessed noun that does not agree with the experiencer. Examples of this 
type are musul doc ‘to be sweaty’ and teful doc ‘to be boney’. In these cases the 
possessed noun occurs in the default third person singular form. At least one 
lexical impersonal verb is based on just a morphological stem that can occur 
elsewhere as both a nominal stem and a verbal stem. This is: 


cucui doc ‘to be afraid’ (impersonal verb) 
cucui-ec ‘to fear’ (active verb) 
cucui-an ‘his fear’ (inalienably possessed noun) 


In all of this form type, however, the basic structure is the same. The 
experiencer nominal occurs as the left-most NP and is cross-referenced by ver- 
bal morphology as direct object. This is followed by a nominal which expresses 
the nature of the experience, after which occurs the impersonal verb morphol- 
ogy. The subject of these constructions is always expressed as anonymous third 
person singular. 

There is another distinctive type of lexical impersonal verb. These are all 
based on the verb goc ‘to hit’, one of the verbs that has an alternative function 
as a stative verb. Some illustrative examples are given in (75)—(78) of this type. 


(75) Ija hag q-it-ina. 
1SG sickness hit-1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘Tam sick.’ 
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(76) Hina waw-in q-ih-ei-a=le. 
2SG stomach-2SG.PosR hit-2SG.DO-3SG.SU-INJ=HORT 
“You should be sorry.’ 
(77) Ija musul q-it-ina. 
1SG sweat. 3SG.POSR hit-1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I am sweaty.’ 
(78) Ton-i q-ih-ec=dain=nu na cain 
fall-A PPL hit-2SG.DO-INF=LEST=PURPOSE tree PROH 
tob-og-aun. 


climb-2SG.SU-NEGF 
‘Lest you fall and get hurt don’t climb the tree.’ 


In construction this type of lexical impersonal verb is very similar to the wen 
doc ‘to be hungry’ type. Some are based on an uninflected nominal, such as hag 
qoc ‘to be sick’ in (75), some are based on an inflected inalienably possessed 
nominal that agrees with the experiencer, such as waug qoc ‘to be sorry’ in 
(76), and some are based on an inflected inalienably possessed nominal that 
does not agree with the experiencer, such as musul qoc ‘to be sweaty’ (77). 
There is also an additional type where qoc combines with another verb in a 
serial verb type of construction, such as toni qoc ‘to fall and get hurt’ in (78). 
However, all these verbs have the same basic impersonal structure as the de- 
rived impersonal verbs with an anonymous third person singular subject and the 
experiencer nominal occurring as the left-most NP, cross-referenced on the verb 
as direct object. 
A few lexical impersonal verbs have active equivalents. These are 


cucui doc ‘to be afraid’ cucuiec ‘to fear’ 

dadan doc ‘tobe confused’ dadanec ‘to make a mistake’ 
gale doc ‘to have desire’ galeec ‘to rejoice’ 

hool doc ‘to have yearning’ hoolec ‘to yearn’ 

us doc ‘to be sleepy’ us nijec ‘to sleep’ 

wen doc ‘to be hungry’ wen bilec ‘to be hungry’ 


But derivations from active verbs to lexical impersonal verbs is not a productive 
process. 

There are several options as to how best analyse the ‘experience’ nominal in 
the wen doc ‘to be hungry’ type of lexical impersonal verb. 
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Since the impersonal verb morphology attaches to this nominal, the first op- 
tion would be to analyse it as the stem of the impersonal verb, i.e. as a verb 
stem. However, this is not a solution, since this constituent is clearly nominal. 
It can be expanded as a noun phrase, as shown in (73) above, and a possessed 
noun carrying its own possessive inflection can function as the experience nom- 
inal, as illustrated in (74). To have a noun functioning as a verb would mean 
there would no longer be any distinction between these categories. Also the fact 
that there are lexical impersonal verbs based on qoc ‘to hit’, i.e. an experience 
nominal plus a verb stem, would indicate that the experience nominal itself is 
not functioning as the verb stem. It would therefore be valid to posit that wen 
doc type impersonal verbs have an unrealised verb stem, the same as existential 
clauses illustrated in (69). 

A second option would be to analyse the experience nominal as an argument 
of the verb, specifically as the anonymous agency cross-referenced on the verb 
by the third person singular su Agr. On the one hand, the meaning of some of 
the impersonal clauses would suggest that this is the case. With hag qoc ‘to be 
sick’ and ilo qoc ‘to have a headache’, for example, it would seem that it is the 
‘sickness’ and the ‘head’, respectively, that are doing the ‘hitting’. Also when 
an impersonal clause controls a preceding active clause marked for switch-ref- 
erence (SR) this marked clause normally carries same subject following (Ss) 
morphology if the agent of that clause is coreferential with the experiencer of 
the impersonal clause. (79a) illustrates this. 


(79) a. Ege co-cob-ob wen g-en. 
1PL SIM-Walk-1PL.SS.R hunger 1PL.DO-3SG.REMP 
‘As we walked we became hungry.’ 


However, in such a construction when the sR clause is marked for different 
subject following (Ds), as illustrated in (79b), the meaning is that some external 
agency is causing the hunger. This would suggest that when ss is marked it is 
wen ‘hunger’ that is the agentive nominal. 


(79) b. Ege co-cob-ogon wen g-en. 
1PL SIM-Walk-1PL.Ds.R hunger 1PL.DO-3SG.REMP 
‘As we walked something made us hungry.’ 


However, this analysis breaks down when the formational constituent in the 
impersonal construction is not a nominal, such as in cacawac doc ‘to be satu- 
rated’ (adjective) and geh qoc ‘to be hurt badly’ (adverb). Also the qoc imper- 
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sonal verbs which have a serial verb construction, like toni qoc ‘to fall and get 
hurt’ and cagu qoc ‘to be cut across’, do not have an experience nominal for the 
suAgr to refer to. For these cases we need to posit an anonymous undefined 
subject. If we adopt this analysis for all the lexical impersonal verbs then it 
would be consistent with the derived impersonal verbs, which also do not have 
an overt referent for the third person singular su Agr. 

A third option would be to analyse the wen in wen doc as some kind of com- 
plement, i.e. an obligatory constituent of the predicate, that ‘completes’ the 
action of the verb. 

The difficulty with this analysis would be deciding on what category of com- 
plement it is. For example, we have already seen that this nominal is not direct 
object, since the experiencer NP is cross-referenced for this category. With 
some lexical impersonal verbs it is possible to have 1oAgr marked which ex- 
presses possession. An example of this is given in (80). Here ahul ‘coconuts’ 
is the experiencer NP and this is cross-referenced on the verb by 3sG DoAgr as 
a collective noun. This example provides evidence that the experience nominal 
(agag ‘heat’ in this case) is not identified with the complement function of 
indirect object. 


(80) Ahul agag d-u-t-ena. 
coconut heat 3SG.DO-APPL-1SG.I0-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘My coconuts are getting hot (in the sun)’ 


Neither can it be identified with the oblique object function of benefactive, 
since this would require either ooAgr marking on the verb or a =nu PP 
construction. What we are left with as a possibility is the type of nominal or 
adverbial complements found in stative clauses, such as those illustrated in (81) 
and (82). 


(81) Meleu dana m-ei-a. 
boy that man put-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘That boy has become a man.’ 
(82) Meleu ben m-ei-a. 
boy that big put-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘That boy has become big.’ 


Mec ‘to put/to become’ is a verb that can have a dynamic or stative meaning. 
When it does function as a stative verb it requires a nominal or adjectival com- 
plement. We can therefore analyse the wen in wen doc as a type of nominal or 
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adjectival complement to the impersonal verb in contrast to the verbal comple- 
ment of the derived impersonal constructions. 


3.3 Derived and lexical impersonal constructions compared 


As already stated, derived and lexical impersonal constructions have the same 
basic structure of an experiencer nominal cross-referenced on the verb as direct 
object with anonymous third person singular subject agreement also marked. 
In this respect they both have the same properties for defining what is the sub- 
ject of an impersonal verb discussed in §4 below. However, it is worth noting 
that there are some syntactic and semantic differences between the two types 
of impersonal verb. 

First of all, derived impersonal verbs are fully productive and this type of 
verb can be derived from any active verb with a subject that has a human or 
animate referent. Lexical impersonal verbs are not productive and only a few 
(as cited above) have an equivalent active verb. 

Also a number of lexical impersonal verbs can have inanimate experiencer 
referents, such as 


agag doc ‘to be hot’ 
culumen doc ‘to be heavy’ 
duan doc ‘to be cold’ 
musul doc ‘to be sweaty’ 


We have already seen that derived impersonal verbs can be inflected for iter- 
ative aspect, reciprocity and imperative mood. These categories can also be 
applied to lexical impersonal verbs but the application is more restricted. 
All lexical impersonal verbs can take iterative aspect and an example is given 


in (83). 


(83) lja siw  ti-ti-ena. 
3SG breath ITER- 1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I am repeatedly breathless. 


A much more restricted set of lexical impersonal verbs can be inflected for 
reciprocity and imperative mood. An example of the former is given in (84) and 
and an example of the latter in (85). 
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(84) Age fogo d-oco-b d-oco-b 
3PL perception 3SG.DO-DS-3S8G.SU 3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 
ad-ena. 


3PL.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
“They understand each other.’ 


(85) Ceteh me  bahic=nu gale h-ei-a. 
thing good very=for desire 2SG.DO-3SG.SU-IMP 
‘Desire the best things.’ 


Lexical impersonal verbs can also function as complement clauses, and an ex- 
ample is given in (86). It is also the case that some lexical impersonal verbs can 
take a complement. An example is given in (87). 


(86) Ege fogo g-ec=nu tem-d-oq-an. 
1PL perception 1PL.DO-INF=for try-3SG.DO-1PL.SU-FUT 
“We will try to understand,’ 


(87) Ija nu-ec=nu cucui t-en. 
1SG go-INF=for fear 1SG.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘I was afraid to go.’ 


4. Defining ‘subject’ in impersonal constructions 


In §2 it was demonstrated that the subject in the active clause has the following 
distinguishing properties: 


Configurational Parameters 

e the subject is the left-most of the core arguments in the clause and is typically 
the left-most constituent of the clause 

e the subject is not part of the verb phrase 


Coding of Grammatical Functions 
e the subject is cross-referenced on the verb with su Agr 
e the subject is nominative and a confluence of S/A 


Semantic Functions 
e the subject is typically the agent 
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Intra-Syntactic Properties 

e the subject of the complement clause is omitted under identity with the sub- 
ject of the main clause 

e the subject is the sole antecedent for reflexive forms in an argument position 

e the subject is the sole antecedent for reciprocal forms 


Inter-Syntactic Properties 

e when the subject is coreferential with the subject of a preceding clause this 
produces ss marking on the verb of that clause 

e the direct object of a causative clause must be coreferential with the subject 
of the following causee clause 


We can now apply these subject defining criteria to the experiencer nominal in 
the impersonal construction. These criteria will be applied to both the lexical 
and derived type of impersonal construction. 


4.1 Subject as the left-most constituent 


The experiencer nominal in (1) is the left-most core argument of the impersonal 
clause. In fact, in most situations it is the only core argument expressed by a 
free nominal” and typically it is the left-most constituent of the clause. 


(1) Ija wen t-ei-a. 
1SG hunger 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was hungry.’ 


For example, the unmarked order would be for the experiencer nominal to occur 
first in a clause like (88) with the adverbial constituents expressing time and 
place to come in between the experiencer nominal and the verb. 


(88) Ija cum bahu=na cucui ben t-ei-an. 
18G yesterday forest=in fear big 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-YESTP 
‘I was very afraid in the bush yesterday.’ 


It would also be completely ungrammatical to place the experiencer nominal in 
front of the verb, where objects normally occur, and reverse this nominal with 
the verb complement nominal wen, as in (89) for example. 


(89) *Wen ija t-ei-a. 
hunger 1SG 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was hungry.’ 
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The same ordering constraints also apply to a derived impersonal construction 
such as that illustrated by (60). It would certainly sound odd to native speakers 
to have the imperative complement clause before the experiencer nominal 
ija T. 
(60) Ija ma j-ag-a (*ija) t-ena. 
1SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 1SG 18SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I want to eat taro. 


Thus in every respect the experiencer nominal in the impersonal clause has the 
same positional function as the subject in the active clause. 


4.2 Subject not part of the verb phrase 


It has been demonstrated that the active clause in Amele has a verb phrase con- 
stituent and that the subject NP is not part of that constituent. The experiencer 
nominal in the impersonal clause also has the same property of not being part 
of the VP constituent in the impersonal clause. 

For example, the negator gee ‘not’, which is a constituent of the VP, cannot 
occur before the experiencer nominal in the impersonal clause. This is illus- 
trated by (90) and (91). 


(90) (*Qee) Ija (qee) wen (qee) t-el. 
(*NEG) 1SG (NEG) hunger (NEG) 18G.DO-3SG.SU.NEGP 
‘I was not hungry.’ 


(91) (*Qee) Ija ma j-ag-a (qee) t-ena. 
(*NEG) 1SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP (NEG) 1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I do not want to eat taro.’ 


This demonstrates both that the impersonal clause has a VP constituent like the 
active clause and also that the experiencer nominal is outside of that constitu- 
ent. Therefore on a configurational basis the experiencer nominal functions as 
subject of the impersonal clause. 


4.3 Subject cross-referenced with suAgr 


In the active clause the subject NP is cross-referenced on the verb by suAgr, 
the form of which and position in relation to the verb stem is quite different 
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to oAgr. The experiencer nominal in the impersonal clause, however, is 
cross-referenced on the verb by DoAgr. So the experiencer nominal is not 
coded morphologically as subject of the impersonal verb. 


4.4 Subject as Agent 


The semantic function of subject in the active clause is typically agent. How- 
ever, there are many active intransitive verbs in Amele that can have a patient 
subject and some are listed in Table 1. Some have a monomorphemic stem and 
others are derived from verbs, such as goc ‘to hit’, mec ‘to put’, bec ‘to come 
up’, hoc ‘to come’, and so forth, combining with a nominal or adjectival com- 
plement. 

These verbs are termed ergative or unaccusative in a relational grammar 
framework and are assumed to have subjects that originate as objects. There are 
three characteristics that distinguish the subjects of intransitive verbs such as 
these as patient from intransitive verbs that have an agent subject: 


e none of these verbs can be inflected for DO, 10 or 00 agreement 

e none of these verbs can have a benefactive argument either marked on the 
verb or by an oblique postpositional phrase 

e none of these verbs can typically take a complement clause. 


However, in each case the subject is always cross-referenced on the verb by 
suAgr and interacts with the switch-reference system as subject of the verb. 


Table 1: Unaccusative Verbs 


agagec ‘to heat up’ aig qoc ‘to bear fruit’ 
cabatec ‘to fall over’ am bec ‘to fill up’ 
cahulec ‘to excede’ baban mec ‘to be mean’ 
foec ‘to perceive’ ben mec ‘to become big’ 
huluec ‘to decompose? big hoc ‘to be satisfied’ 
ibec ‘to swell’ cal mec ‘to die’? 
mahoc ‘to light up’ dadan mec ‘to be confused’ 
gojogoec ‘to melt’ Jaf hoc ‘to heal’ 

seelec ‘to awake’ gag bec ‘to boil’ 


talec ‘to tear’ wal mec ‘to ripen’ 
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The meaning difference between these unaccusative verbs and verbs with an 
agentive subject can be shown by comparing some verbs with their accusative 
equivalents. For example, gag bec means ‘for something, such as water, to 
boil’, whereas cilec means ‘to boil something’, mahoc means ‘for something, 
such as the moon, to light up’, whereas cujawec means ‘to illuminate some- 
thing’, seelec means ‘for someone to wake up’, whereas iwigeldoc means ‘to 
wake someone up’, and talec means ‘for something to tear’, whereas baladoc 
means ‘to tear something’. A number of these unaccusative verbs also have 
impersonal equivalents, for example, agagec ‘to heat up’ and agag doc ‘to be 
heated up’, foec ‘to perceive’ and fogo doc ‘to receive/gain understanding’, and 
dadan mec ‘to be confused’ and dadan doc ‘to be confused’. 

However, while subjects of intransitive verbs in Amele can have either an 
agent or patient function the nominal cross-referenced as direct object in imper- 
sonal verbs can only have a patient/experiencer function. It never has an agent 
function. 


4.5 Subject and complement clauses 


When an active verb takes a complement clause and the subject of the comple- 
ment clause is identical to the subject of the main clause then the former is 
omitted. An example of this is repeated as (92). 


(92) Ija Ø nu-ec=nu cucui-em. 
1SG go-INF=for fear-REMP.1SG.SU 
‘I feared to go.’ 


In (92) cucuiec ‘to fear’ is an active verb. This verb happens to have an im- 
personal equivalent, cucui doc ‘to be afraid’, which can also take a clausal 
complement. This is illustrated in (93). 


(93) lja Ø nu-ec=nu cucui t-en. 
1SG go-INF=for fear 1SG.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘I was afraid to go.’ 


In this case the subject of the complement clause is identical to the experiencer 
nominal of the impersonal main clause and the subject of the complement 
clause is omitted under identity. There is also the same type of omission under 
identity of the complement clause subject when the impersonal clause is the 
complement clause. An example of this is repeated as (68). 
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(68) Ija ma j-ag-a t-ec=nu sanan 
18G taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 1SG.DO-INF=for 
m-em. 


put-REMP. 1SG.SU 
‘I have started to desire to eat taro.’ 


Therefore in all respects the experiencer nominal in the impersonal clause 
functions as subject in complement clause omission under identity. 


4.6 Subject and reflexive 


In the active clause the subject is the sole antecedent for reflexive forms in an 
argument position. In impersonal constructions the experiencer nominal has 
exactly the same function as the antecedent of reflexive forms. In (94) the re- 
flexive pronoun has a reflexive function and in (95) it has an emphatic function. 


(94) Age age-dodoc majan-aga ad-en. 
3PL 3PL-REFL shame-3PL.POSR 3PL.DO-REMP.3SG.SU 
‘They were ashamed of themselves.’ 


(95) Ija ija-dodoc danai dah m-ud-ec=nu 
1SG 1SG-REFL man this ear put-3SG.DO-INF=for 
gale t-ena. 
desire 1SG.DO-1SG.SU.PRES 
‘I wish to hear this man for myself.’ 


In (94) the reflexive pronoun takes the experiencer nominal age ‘they’ as its 
antecedent even though this argument is cross-referenced on the verb as direct 
object. Recall that in the active clause only subject can take a reflexive from an 
unmodified argument position. In this case the position of the reflexive is 
equivalent to direct object. But also recall that in the active clause a reflexive 
in DO position is mutually exclusive with a reflexive in that position. The rele- 
vant example is reproduced as (34b). However, in (94) there is no conflict of 
interest between the poAgr for the antecedent experiencer nominal and the 
reflexive since the antecedent is functioning as the subject of the impersonal 
clause. 


(34) b. Tja (*tja-dodoc) q-it-ig-a. SU+DO+REFL 
1SG (1SG-REFL) hit-1SG.DO-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I hit me (*myself).’ 
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Derived impersonal forms can also be expressed with a reflexive, as in (96), for 
example. However, in this case the antecedent to the reflexive hinadodoc is the 
subject of the imperative complement clause which is normally omitted under 
identity with the subject of the matrix clause. In this case this ‘subject’ is the 
experiencer nominal of the derived impersonal clause. 


(96) Ija hina-dodoc buj-ec as-ag-a t-ena. 
1SG 2SG-REFL shit-NOM Wipe-2SG-IMP 1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I want to wipe away the shit myself / my own shit.’”! 


4.7 Subject and reciprocal 


In the active clause the subject is the sole antecedent for reciprocal forms and 
reciprocant object function can be direct, indirect or oblique. The impersonal 
construction can be combined with the reciprocal construction to produce forms 
where the antecedent reciprocant is the experiencer nominal and the reciprocant 
object is either direct, indirect or oblique. Some examples of this are given 
in (97)—(100). 


(97) DO.EXPERIENCER © DO.PATIENT 
Age f-ece-b f-ece-b ad-ei-a. 
3PL see-DS-3SG.SU see-DS-3SG.SU 3PL.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘They wanted to see each other (lit. he sees, he sees). 


(98) DO.EXPERIENCER 4> DO.PATIENT 
Ele cesul do-co-b do-co-b 
1DU help 38G.DO-DS-3SG.SU 3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 
l-igi-an. 
1DU.DO-3SG.SU-FUT 
“We (two) will want to help each other (lit. he helps him, he helps 
him).’ 


(99) DO.EXPERIENCER €> IO.RECIPIENT 
Age jaq-i to-co-b to-co-b 
3PL write-APPL 3SG.IO-DS-3SG.SU 38G.10-DS-3SG.SU 
ad-en. 
3PL.DO-3S8G.SU.REMP 
‘They wanted to write to each other.’ 
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(100) DO.EXPERIENCER < 00.BENEFACTIVE 


Age jacas qet-i to-co-b to-co-b 
3PL tobacco cut-APPL 3SG.00-DS-3SG.SU 3SG.00-DS-38G.SU 
ad-ou-b. 


3PL.DO-CONTR-3SG.SU 
‘They should have wanted to cut tobacco for each other.’ 


In effect, the DO.EXPERIENCER argument of the matrix reciprocal verb as- 
sumes the reciprocal subject function in these impersonal constructions. Note 
that in all of these forms the suAgr on the matrix reciprocal verb is impersonal 
3SG, since this is a combination of reciprocal and impersonal. 

Reciprocal voice can also be expressed on a lexical impersonal verb. An 
example is given in (101). 


(101) Age maja-g do-co-b do-co-b 
3PL shame-3SG.POSR 3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 38G.DO-DS-3SG.SU 
ad-ena. 


3PL.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘They are ashamed of each other.’ 


4.8 Subject and switch-reference 


In the active clause when the subject is coreferential with the subject of a pre- 
ceding clause this produces ss marking on the verb of that clause and if it is not 
coreferential then Ds marking is triggered. 

We have already seen with (79a) that when an impersonal construction 
functions as the controlling clause a preceding active clause will normally 
be marked ss if the subject of the active clause is coreferential with the 
DO.EXPERIENCER of the impersonal clause. This also applies when the control- 
ling clause is a derived impersonal clause, as in (102). Therefore in both cases 
the DO.EXPERIENCER argument functions like the subject of an active clause. 


(79) a. Ege co-cob-ob wen g-en. 
1PL SIM-Walk-1PL.ss.R hunger 1PL.DO-3SG.REMP 
‘As we walked we became hungry.’ 
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(102) lja gauc bi-bil-ig saab j-ag-a 
1 SG useless SIM-Sit-1SG.SS.R food eat-2SG.SU-IMP 
t-en. 


1SG.DO-3SG.SU.REMP 
‘As I sat doing nothing I wanted to eat.’ 


In fact, impersonal clauses (both derived and lexical) interact with the sR sys- 
tem in an interesting way in that when the active clause is the controlling clause 
and the governed clause is an impersonal clause then the impersonal clause is 
marked Ds, even if the experiencer nominal of the impersonal clause is 
coreferential with the subject of the controlling active clause. This is illustrated 
by (103). 


(103) Ege co-cob-i bi-bil-ob wen 
1PL SIM-Walk-APPL SIM-Sit-1PL.SS.R hunger 
g-ece-b saab j-om. 


1PL.DO-DS-3SG.SU food eat-1PL.SU.REMP 
‘As we walked along we became hungry and ate food.’ 


When the impersonal clause is the controlling clause then the sk system com- 
pares the most topical argument (i.e. the pragmatic peak) in that clause with the 
subject of the preceding clause. Therefore it compares the experiencer nominal 
in the impersonal clause with the preceding subject and finding them 
coreferential marks ss on the governed clause. When the active clause is the 
controlling clause and the impersonal clause is the governed clause then normal 
service is resumed, so to speak, and the sk system compares the subject in the 
active clause with the subject of the preceding impersonal clause and finding 
them not coreferential marks Ds on the governed impersonal clause. Thus the 
experiencer nominal functions as the most topical argument in the impersonal 
clause when that clause is the controlling clause for sk marking.” 


4.9 Subject and causative constructions 


In the active clause the direct object of a causative clause must be coreferential 
with the subject of the following causee clause. This construction only works 
if the direct object of the causative clause is coreferential with the subject of the 
causee clause. 

Impersonal clauses can also function as the causee clause in this type of 
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causative construction. However, in this case the causative function only 
works if the direct object of the causative clause is coreferential with the 
DO.EXPERIENCER Of the impersonal causee clause. This is illustrated by 
(104a). If the Do in the causative clause is made coreferential with the subject 
of the impersonal clause, as in (104b), then this is completely ungrammatical 
and makes no sense at all. 


(104) a. Uqa od-ig-ece-b ege wen g-ei-d. 
3SG do-1PL.DO-DS-3SG.SU 1PL hunger 1 PL.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘She made us hungry.’ 
b. *Uqa od-ud-ece-b ege wen g-ei-a. 
3SG do-3SG.DO-DS-3SG.SU 1PL hunger 1 PL.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘She made us hungry.’ 


Thus with regard to causative constructions the DO.EXPERIENCER argument 
in impersonal constructions is treated as the referential subject. 


4.10 Subject as nominative confluence of SIA 


It was demonstrated that Amele has nominative-accusative cross-reference 
agreement marking on the verb and that where a single argument occurs in the 
active clause it is always cross-referenced as subject. The relevant example of 
a single argument intransitive clause is reproduced. Thus Amele conflates A 
with S. 


(8) Ija cob-igi-na. 
1SG walk-1SG.SU-PRES 
‘I am walking.’ 


It is this S/A argument that is the pivot or pragmatic peak (PrP) for the various 
intra-clausal and inter-clausal syntactic functions described above in §2. So S/A 
in the active clause functions as the antecedent for the S/A of complement 
clauses omitted under identity, and for reflexives and reciprocals in an O posi- 
tion. It also functions as the controlling argument in switch-reference govern- 
ment and the causee in causative constructions. 

With impersonal clauses, on the other hand, they are always transitive and 
have two arguments, one cross-referenced by DOAgr (the experiencer or 
patient) and one cross-referenced by su Agr. However, the argument cross- 
referenced by sU Agr is suppressed and never appears overtly, while the argu- 
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ment cross-referenced by DOAgr is promoted to the PrP position in the clause. 

We have also seen how it is this promoted O in the impersonal clause that 
now has all the PrP functions of S/A in the active clause. It is this argument in 
the impersonal clause that functions as the antecedent for complement clauses, 
reflexives and reciprocals and it is this argument that functions as the controller 
in SR constructions and the causee in causative constructions. 


4.11 Subject in the impersonal clause 


These facts regarding the subject properties of the nominal cross-referenced 
on the verb in the impersonal clause as DO.EXPERIENCER are summarised in 
Table 2. By way of comparison the subject properties of the second NP in an 
impersonal clause, nominally called the agent NP, are also given. What this 
table shows is that the experiencer-NP exhibits seven out of the ten subject 
properties discussed, while the second NP—the one actually cross-referenced 
on the verb as subject—only exhibits three of these properties. 

What this exercise makes clear is that the prototypical ‘subject’ in Amele is 
a confluence of the pragmatic and referential properties that make it the topic 
of the clause, on the one hand, and the semantic properties that make it agent. 
What the impersonal construction does is separate these properties so that there 


Table 2. Subject properties of core NPs in impersonal constructions 





Experiencer-NP Agent-NP 





Configurational Parameters 


Left-most NP yes no 
Non-VP constituent yes - 
Coding of GFs 

suAgr cross-reference no yes 
Nominative confluence of S/A no yes 
Semantic function 

Agent no (yes) 
Intra-clausal syntax 

Antecedent for subject of complement clause omission yes no 
Antecedent for reflexives yes no 
Antecedent for reciprocals yes no 


Inter-clausal syntax 
Controls ss/ps marking in preceding active clause yes no 
Coreferential with preceding Do in causative clause yes no 
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is a clause with two arguments, one of which is the pragmatic topic and one the 
semantic agent. The interesting aspect of this is that the morphological coding 
goes with the semantic functions. So agent, or more generally actor, is cross- 
referenced by su Agr and undergoer is coded by OAgr. However, it is not possi- 
ble to say that in Amele these semantic functions are coded directly, since it is 
also possible to establish a class of unaccusative intransitive verbs with a pa- 
tient argument cross-referenced by su Agr. 


4.12 The typology of impersonal constructions 


As mentioned previously, Dixon and Aikhenvald (1997) have suggested a four- 
way classification of argument-determined constructions called (i) argument 
transferring, (ii) argument focusing, (ii) argument manipulating, and (iv) those 
marking the referential role of arguments. In this schema a construction can be 
classified as a particular type according to whether 


a. there is variation in transitivity between associated constructions 
the syntactic functions of the predicate arguments change 

c. one of the related constructions can be taken as syntactically basic and the 
other(s) as morphosyntactically derived from it, and 

d. one construction type marks the control which a particular argument has 
over the activity. 


We can assess the impersonal constructions in Amele with regard to these four 
parameters. 


(a) Variation in transitivity 

There are argument-determined constructions in Amele where the transitivity 
of the derived construction is different from the basic construction. The applic- 
ative incorporation of 1oAgr and ooAgr in the verb increases the valency of 
the verb by one argument in each case. The reflexive formation with reflexive 
pronouns, on the other hand, is mutually exclusive with the relevant object 
function. This construction therefore decreases the valency of the verb by one 
argument. The reciprocal construction also detransitivises the verb. 

With impersonal constructions, however, the situation is a bit more compli- 
cated. If we look at an example of the derived impersonal construction, repeated 
as (60), then we can see that it is clearly derived from the equivalent active 
clause (59). The S/A in (59) is equivalent to the O in the matrix impersonal 
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clause in (60) and a new A argument is introduced in this clause. However, one 
complication is that the predicate in (59), including the O argument, ma ‘taro’, 
of that predicate, is actually demoted to a complement imperative clause 


in (60). 


(59) lja ma j-igi-na. 
1SG taro eat- 1 SG.SU-PRES 
‘I am eating taro.’ 


(60) lja ma j-ag-a t-ena. 
1SG taro eat-2SG.SU-IMP 1SG.DO-3SG.SU.PRES 
‘I want to eat taro.’ 


If we ignore the content of the predicate and concentrate on just the S/A 
argument in the active clause then we see that the derivation from active to 
impersonal is as follows: 


subject(nom) — object(acc) 
null — subject(nom) 


The nominative subject in the active clause becomes the accusative object in the 
impersonal clause and a new nominative subject is introduced in the impersonal 
clause. Viewed this way the impersonal construction can be classified as a 
valency increasing construction. 

The same analysis can also be applied to the lexical impersonal constructions. 
However, it only applies satisfactorily to those impersonal constructions that 
happen to have an equivalent active form, such as (105) and (106). The nomina- 
tive-subject in (105) is equivalent to the accusative-object in (106). 


(105) lja cucui-ig-a. 
1SG fear-1SG.SU-TODP 
‘I feared.’ 


(106) lja cucui t-ei-a. 
18G fear 1SG.DO-3SG.SU-TODP 
‘I was afraid.’ 


This parameter would therefore place impersonal constructions in Amele in the 
argument transferring type along with passive, antipassive, applicative and 
causative. However, in the next section we will see that impersonal is signific- 
antly different to these other valency changing constructions. 
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(b) Functions of the arguments changed 

Clearly the syntactic functions of the arguments change in (59) and (60), and 
(105) and (106). In (59) and (105) the argument that is cross-referenced on the 
verb as nominative-subject is cross-referenced on the verb in (60) and (106) as 
accusative-object. However, the change is different to a more familiar construc- 
tion like passive, for example. The focus of passive is on the accusative-object 
argument which becomes the nominative-subject in the corresponding passive 
clause, i.e. 


subject(nom/agent/topic) —> oblique(or null) 
object(acc/patient/focus) — subject(nom/patient/topic) 


In this case the object changes its syntactic function from accusative to nomin- 
ative and changes its pragmatic function from focus to topic of the clause. But 
its semantic function of patient stays the same. 

Now contrast this with the impersonal construction. The focus of this 
construction is the nominative-subject argument. In this case, however, the 
argument changes its syntactic status from nominative to accusative and its 
semantic status from agent to patient (experiencer) but retains its pragmatic 
function of topic. 


subject(nom/agent/topic) —> object(acc/patient/topic) 
null — subject(nom) 


With all of the other valency changing constructions cited as belonging to the 
type (I) argument transferring class, i.e. passive, antipassive, applicative and 
causative, they retain the semantic function of the argument in the transfer and 
it is the syntactic and pragmatic functions that change. With impersonal the 
pragmatic function stays the same across the constructions and you finish up 
with a topical O, which of course requires a nontopical A. Hence the anonym- 
ous subject agreement. 


(c) One construction as basic 

The derived impersonal construction has the active clause as the corresponding 
basic structure. As already stated, only a few lexical impersonal verbs have a 
corresponding active verb. 


(d) Marks controller 
Dixon and Aikhenvald (1997) say that in the case of (I), Argument transferring, 
we get a YES answer for this parameter where an A argument is retained in or 
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introduced into the core (antipassive and causative) and a NO elsewhere (pas- 
sive and applicative). In the case of impersonal we do have a new A argument 
introduced into the core as the anonymous third person singular subject, and the 
referent for this argument can be construed as the controller of the experience. 

The final assessment is that the impersonal construction in Amele gives a 
YES to all four of the defining parameters and this would classify this structure 
as type (I), argument transferring constructions. However, as pointed out under 
(b) above, impersonal does not have the same type of function change as pas- 
sive, antipassive, applicative and causative. 


5. Conclusion 


We have examined the argument structure of impersonal constructions in 
Amele in terms of the three universal syntactico-semantic categories S, A and 
O proposed by Dixon (1994) and also in terms of the argument structure and 
syntax of that language. The conclusion is that these constructions have two 
core arguments which, while cross-referenced on the verb by suAgr and 
pDoAgr, respectively, share the properties of the subject found in the active 
clause. Specifically, the argument cross-referenced by suAgr has the subject 
properties of being: 


e coded as subject by verbal cross-reference agreement 
e the nominative confluence of S/A 
e the agent. 


The argument cross-referenced by DoAgr, on the other hand, has the subject 
properties of being: 


e the left-most core argument in the clause 

e not a constituent of the verb phrase 

e the antecedent for subject of the complement clause omission under identity 

e the antecedent for reflexive forms 

e the antecedent for reciprocal forms 

e the argument that controls ss/ps marking in a preceding active clause 

e the argument that must be coreferential with the direct object in a preceding 
causative clause to produce a causative meaning. 


We have also looked at what type of argument-determined construction imper- 
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sonal constructions are in terms of the four basic types proposed by Dixon and 
Aikenvald (1997). The findings are interesting in that while impersonal is an 
argument transferring type of construction like passive, antipassive, applicative 
and causative, it is unlike these constructions in a significant way. All of these 
constructions retain the semantic function of the relevant argument while the 
syntactic and pragmatic functions change between the basic construction and 
the derived construction. With impersonal, on the other hand, the pragmatic 
function of topic of the clause is retained and the syntactic and semantic func- 
tions change. Specifically there is the following relationship between the active 
clause and the derived impersonal clause: 


A (nominative/agent/topic) —> O (accusative/patient/topic) 
null —> A (nominative/agent/focus) 


In fact, the A argument of the impersonal clause is more of a place holder than 
a functioning subject but it is required in order to have a topic O argument. 

It has also been shown how in Amele up to four core arguments of subject, 
direct object, indirect object and oblique object can be cross-referenced on the 
verb. This would appear to be unusual amongst the world’s languages but it has 
been reported in the literature on Papuan languages that an oblique argument 
like benefactive can be marked on the verb in many of these languages. 


Notes 


1. I wish to acknowledge helpful advice on a previous draft of this article by Sasha Aikhenvald, Masa 
Onishi and Bob Dixon. The following abbreviations are used: Agr(eement), ANTIC(ipatory)sU(bject 
agreement), APPL(icative marker), CONT(inuous aspect), CO(u)NT(e)R(factual mood), 
D(ifferent)s(ubject following), D(irect)o(bject), FUT (ure tense), HAB(itual)P(ast aspect), HORT (ative), 
IMP(erative mood), I(ndirect)o(bject), IMPERF(ective aspect), INF(initive), INFL (ection), INJ(unctive 
mood), ITER(erative aspect), NEG(ative)F(uture tense), NEG(ative)P(ast tense), NEG(ator), 
NOM(inalised), o(blique)o(bject), POS(sesso)R, PRES(ent tense), PROH(ibitor), R(ealis modality), 
REFL(exive), REM(ote)P(ast tense), s(ame)s(ubject following), stmM(ultaneous tense), sU(bject), 
s(witch)r(eference), TOD(ay’s)P(ast tense), TRANS(itiviser), YEST(erday’s)P(ast tense), 1 (first per- 
son), 2 (second person), 3 (third person), sG (singular number), DU (dual number), PL (plural num- 
ber). The symbol = indicates a postpositional clitic. 

2. This term has been used by a number of other Papuanists, such as Haiman (1980), Davies (1981) and 
Foley (1986). 

3. Amele is spoken by about 6,000 people most of whom live on their traditional land just south of the 
town of Madang in PNG and has the largest number of speakers of the six languages of the Gum 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 
14. 


15. 
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language family (see Z’ graggen 1975). Amele has three main dialects (see Roberts 1991b). The 
particular dialect discussed in this article is the Haija dialect. 


. The data examples are all written orthographically. Two symbols whose pronunciation may not be 


obvious are c which is the glottal [?] and q which is the labiovelar [gb]. 


. Roberts (1997b) demonstrates how the basic configurational properties of OV order and 


postpositions has an effect on the language up to the discourse level of structure such that logical 
propositions in Amele all have a head last configuration as the default order completely opposite to 
Koine Greek, for example, which has VO order and prepositions and a default head first order for 
logical propositions. 


. Amele, like most Papuan languages, has a rich set of verb inflections. Roberts (1996) is a full 


description and analysis. There are ten tense distinctions, four aspect distinctions, six modal distinc- 
tions, and two voice distinctions marked, as well as two types of switch-reference marking and 
person and number agreement for subject, direct object, indirect object and oblique object. 


. There are two basic morphological sets of subject agreement. This is described in Roberts (1987: 


277-8). suAgr forms part of INFL which is analysed in Roberts (1992b, 1996) as a semi-indepen- 
dent inflectional constituent of the verb. 


. Amele has four such core arguments, all of which can be cross-referenced on the verb: subject, direct 


object, indirect object and oblique object 


. In Roberts (1997a) at least seven different methods of marking the ss/Ds distinction morphologically 


are identified in the languages of PNG. By far the most common means is to have separate and 
distinct morphemes for ss and Ds. 

A fuller account of how subject and object agreement functions in Amele can be found in Roberts 
(1992b, 1993, 1996). 

Verbs in Amele can be divided into different morphological classes depending on what type of OAgr 
can be marked. Some, like temdoc and saciadoc, take obligatory Do Agr whether there is an object 
nominal in the clause or not. Other verbs can have Do Agr, 10 Agr or 00 Agr optionally marked, while 
some verbs, like asanec ‘to finish’ and buec ‘to buzz’, do not allow any OAgr to be marked at all. 
This matter is discussed further in Roberts (1987: 278-91) and a complete listing of verbs according 
to their subcategorisation properties can be found in Roberts (1994). In Roberts (1987) it is sug- 
gested that those verbs that take obligatory Do Agr are goal-oriented and those that do not are agent- 
oriented. However, this semantic basis only explains the morphological distinction of some verbs 
and not others. In the end the classification has to remain morphological. 

In fact, Amele has a second set of reflexive forms expressed by the clitic word =gul ‘own’, for 
example, ija=na=gul 1SG=of=own ‘my own’. But -dodoc ‘self’ only attaches to personal pronouns 
and is considered a true reflexive form. 

See Tauberschmidt and Bala (1992). 

Note that any theory of syntax, such as proposed by Anderson (1982) for example, that requires a 
clear distinction between derivational morphology, which only occurs in the lexicon, and inflectional 
morphology, which only occurs in the syntactic component, has a major difficulty in handling Amele 
reciprocal forms, since they are at once both derivational and inflectional. See Roberts (1996) for 
a full discussion. 

See Roberts (1987: 238-47) for a description of simultaneous tense forms, Roberts (1990) for their 
significance in marking realis/irrealis modality and Roberts (199 1a) for their formation by reduplica- 
tion processes. 
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16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


6. 


The distinction between realis vs. irrealis modality is found in Amele and a number of other Papuan 
languages. This is discussed in Roberts (1990, 1992a). Bhat (1999: 137, 144) cites Amele as an 
exemplar mood prominent language, as opposed to English, for example, which is a tense prominent 
language. 

Iterative aspect is typically marked by leftward reduplication of the verb stem and is described 
further in Roberts (199 1a). In the examples (64)—(66) the verb inflection is reduplicated in this way 
as though it were a verb stem. 

Simultaneous tense CV reduplication looks at the phonological structure of the word, whereas itera- 
tive stem reduplication looks at the morphological structure of the word. See Roberts (199 1a) for 
further details. 

When 10. POSSESSIVE is cross-referenced on the impersonal verb, as in (80) for example, the posses- 
sive phrase only needs to occur if it is an inalienably possessed noun. 

Since cal mec ‘to die/become lifeless’ is an unaccusative verb in Amele and does not allow the 
benefactive function it is quite difficult to translate a verse like Romans 5.8 ‘While we were still 
sinners Christ died for us.’ 

This English gloss is not meant to be offensive but rather is meant as an accurate translation of the 
Amele, whose speakers do not have a less objectionable pseudonym available as English speakers do. 
In Roberts (1997a) it was found that most Papuan languages with sR and impersonal constructions 
followed this pattern of the impersonal controlling clause triggering ss on the preceding active 
clause and being itself marked for Ds when it was the governed clause. Other languages that have 
this pattern, for example, are Kobon (Davies, 1981) and Usan (Reesink, 1987). Out of the 160+ 
languages investigated only Alamblak (see Bruce, 1984) was found to have a pattern where Ds is 
marked on the clause preceding the impersonal clause and on the impersonal clause itself, i.e. a strict 
reference to syntactic subject. Therefore, although a number of linguists, such as Haiman and Munro 
(1983) and Foley and Van Valin (1984), have asserted that sr systems in Papuan languages track 
the subject of the clause as the confluence of S/A and not semantic or pragmatic functions, such as 
agent or topic, Roberts (1997a) demonstrates that sR systems in Papuan languages can be 
categorised as either agent-oriented (such as Alamblak) or topic-oriented (most other Papuan lan- 
guages) using the diagnostic of how they interact with impersonal constructions. 
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Non-canonical subjects and objects in Finnish 
KRISTINA SANDS and LYLE CAMPBELL 


Australian National University/University of Canterbury 


1. Introduction 


At first glance, Finnish appears to be a well-behaved nominative-accusative 
language with AVO, SV basic constituent order.’ The most typical transitive 
sentences have a subject (S/A) in the nominative case and a direct object (O) 
in either the accusative case (when it is fully affected) or in the partitive case 
(when only partially affected). Nominative subjects trigger verb agreement for 
person and number. However, a closer look reveals that many constructions do 
not conform to the nominative-accusative pattern, and also, constituent order 
is in fact fairly fluid and determined pragmatically (see Vilkuna 1989). There 
are a number of constructions in Finnish where this normal link between nomi- 
native case and subject on the one hand and accusative or partitive case and 
object on the other hand does not hold. This paper is about these constructions. 
We describe the various putative non-canonical subject and object constructions 
in Finnish and attempt to relate these to typological considerations concerning 
non-canonical subjects and objects in general.” 

As background, it is important to understand the case-marking patterns of the 
language. Finnish is traditionally held to have four “grammatical cases” (i.e. 
cases which can signal core arguments of the verb): nominative, genitive, accu- 
sative, and partitive. Some of these cases overlap each other in phonological 
shape, seen in Table 1. The cases traditionally labelled ‘nominative’ and ‘accu- 
sative’ have the same form (-) in the plural; the form of the accusative singular 
is -n, which happens to be identical in form to the genitive singular case. The 
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accusative does have a unique suffix on the personal pronouns, -t, which 
happens, however, to be identical in form to the plural suffix for nominative 
and accusative. 


Table 1. The “Grammatical” Cases? 





Singular Plural Personal pronoun 
Nominative -ø -t -Ø 
Accusative -n -t -t 
Genitive -n -i-en, -t-en -n 
Partitive -a/ä, ta/ä, -tta/ä -i-ta/ä, -i-a/ä -a, -tä 


Note that, in addition, partially affected objects are marked with the partitive 
case.* Some grammarians also claim that for certain verbs the direct object is 
marked with a local case; we return to this question in §3.4. Both nouns and 
pronouns normally mark the finite subject with the nominative case but, under 
certain conditions, both partitive and genitive subjects are to be found (see §2). 
Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979: 181-2) found that 70% of subjects were in the 
nominative case (the canonical case for subjects), while 5% were partitive and 
3% genitive. They found in a corpus containing about 4,500 instances of objects 
that 44% of objects were in the partitive case, 17% were in nominative case, 
and only 16% were in the accusative case, traditionally held to be the canonical 
object case.° 

If we were to take the strict view that subjects should be marked with the 
nominative case and objects with the accusative case, then Finnish would have 
to be said to have a large amount of non-canonical case marking for its core 
functions. However, we discuss these case marking patterns for the putative 
‘non-canonical’ arguments and show that for the most part they are in fact quite 
canonical. 

It is notoriously difficult to develop diagnostic tests for subjecthood and 
objecthood in Finnish, and the sort of syntactic and semantic criteria utilized in 
work on other languages generally cannot be used as diagnostic in Finnish.° 
However, Sands (2000: §§3.2, 3.3) has developed criteria for recognizing sub- 
ject and object of a sentence and some of these tests are applied in this paper. 

Finally, Finnish transitivity is usually clear from the rich verb morphology. 
This means that in many instances where other languages might have a non- 
canonically marked construction (cf. Onishi, Introduction to this volume), Finn- 
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ish verb morphology makes the construction entirely clear and the marking 
usually turns out to be canonical for the constructions in question. For example, 
where English can say sink of both the boat sank (intransitive) and they sank the 
boat (transitive), Finnish carefully distinguishes these, as in: 


(1) a. Laiva uppos-i. 
ship+NOM sink-3SG+PAST 
‘The ship sank.’ 
b.  Merirosvo-t upo-tt-i-vat laiva-n. 
pirate-NOM+PL sink-CAUS-PAST-3PL ship-ACC 
‘The pirates sank the ship.’ (Holman 1984: 50)’ 


The rich Finnish verbal derivational morphology comes into any consideration 
of canonical case marking or transitivity in the language.® 

The interplay among ‘transitivizers’, ‘intransitivizers’, root transitive, and 
root intransitive verbs is important to an understanding of proposed canonical 
vs. non-canonical structures in Finnish. Many of these alternatives correspond 
to verbs which are frequently non-canonical in other languages, and some may 
be tempted to see some of these alternatives in Finnish as non-canonical con- 
structions, especially instances where a non-subject topic is brought forward to 
preverbal position. Consider, for example, the following set of sentences related 
to the experience of fright. 


(2) a. (Minä? pelkää-n. 
(1SG+NOM) fear-1SG 
‘T’m afraid.’ 
b. (Mind) pelkdd-n koir-i-a. 
(1SG+NOM) fear-1SG dog-PL-PART 
‘I am frightened of dogs’/‘I fear dogs.’ 
c. Minu-a _ pelo-tta-a. 
1SG-PART fear-CAUS-3SG 
‘I’m afraid’/‘Something frightens me.’ 
d. Minu-a _ pelo-tta-vat koira-t. 
1SG-PART feat-CAUS-3PL dog-NOM+PL 
‘I am frightened by the dogs’/‘The dogs frighten me.’ 
e. Koira-t pelo-tta-vat minu-a. 
dog-NOM+PL fear-CAUS-3PL 1SG-PART 
‘The dogs frighten me.’ 
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f. Koira-t pelottele-vat minu-a. 
dog-NOM+PL frighten-3PL 1SG-PART 
‘The dogs are frightening me’/“The dogs intimidate me.’ 


Each of (2a)—(2f) represents in Finnish a common pattern of case marking re- 
peated for many verbs. Sentences (2a), (2b), (2e) and (2f) are clearly canonical 
(i.e. they have overt subjects in the nominative case which trigger verb agree- 
ment in pragmatically neutral sentences typically appear pre-verbally; cf. 
Helasvuo 1997a: 92). Sentence (2d) is also canonical, though the nominative 
subject which triggers verb agreement is post-verbal. Sentence (2c), however, 
on the surface might appear to be a sentence with a non-canonical subject in the 
partitive case(see below). This has very similar meaning to sentence (2a), while 
sentence (2d) differs from (2e) in that the former focuses on the experience of 
being frightened and the subject, here ‘the dogs’, which is not human and there- 
fore is not considered so topical in this instance, is postverbal, while the human 
topic (18G pronoun), the object in this sentence, is more topical and appears 
preverbally in the topic slot. However, in sentence (2e), as well as (2f), the 
subject ‘the dogs’ is topical and therefore is preverbal. These sentences illus- 
trate the tendency in Finnish for the ‘topic’ of the sentence to appear in pre- 
verbal position (see Vilkuna 1989, Helasvuo 1997a: 92-8), and thus (2c) and 
(2d) focus on the fact that ‘I am frightened’ as opposed to the fact that someone 
or something is actively frightening me. There is, however, overlap in usage of 
the different sentence types. Sentences (2c) and (2d) belong to a group of verbs 
which have become known as the ‘Causatives of Feeling’, all of which typically 
topicalize a partitive animate experiencer. 

Now we turn to the question of whether sentence (2c) has a non-canonical 
subject or not. Finnish is a so-called “‘null-subject”’ or ‘“‘pro-drop”’ language; 
it permits finite verb forms in which the subject is not necessarily expressed 
overtly but is clear from the context or is not relevant to the topic of discussion 
and is therefore simply omitted. Thus in (2c), we may understand the underly- 
ing subject of pelottaa ‘to frighten’ as something which is not overtly stated in 
the sentence. Comparison of (2c) with (2d) shows that this is a very likely anal- 
ysis of this sentence, and, as already mentioned, the topic of the clause is 
moved into pre-verbal position, which might lead some to want to see this argu- 
ment as a non-canonical subject. Thus, while (2c) superficially looks somewhat 
like non-canonical verb forms in other languages, here with its human NP 
(namely minu-a 1SG-PART) in preverbal (topic) position, from a Finnish point 
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of view it is perfectly normal—it has a partitive object (minua) of a finite transi- 
tive verb (pelottaa) which happens in this instance not to have an overt subject 
(though an underlying A is understood to be involved, since the finite verb form 
exhibits agreement with some third person singular entity not expressed in the 
sentence). 

Since Finnish does allow subjects in partitive case (see §2.1 for the circum- 
stances where this is permitted), one might wonder whether (2c) could not be 
analyzed as containing a non-canonical partitive subject (i.e. interpreting minua 
not as object but as subject). This is not a viable option, however, since if it 
were subject, one would expect possible deletion of the subject in a following 
clause which was co-referential with the partitive argument; however, this does 
not happen; sentence (3a) is ungrammatical: 


(3) a. *Hdn-ta, pelo-tt-i ja siksi ©, 
3SG-PART fear-CAUS-3SG+PAST andso @ 
juoks-i koti-in. 


run-3SG+PAST home-ILL 
‘He/she was afraid and for that reason ran home.’ 


To be grammatical it would have to be as in (3b) with the subject overtly 
expressed (though this also has an alternative reading that someone else ran 
home): 


(3) b. HAdn-td, pelo-tt-i ja siksi hän, , juoks-i 
3SG-PART fear-CAUS-3SG+PAST and so 3SG+NOM home-ILL 
koti-in. 


run-3SG+PAST 
‘He/she, was afraid and for that reason (he/she), , ran home. 1° 


Further reasons for claiming that this partitive argument is not subject are 
presented in Sands (2000: §6.2.1). 

Thus, it can be concluded that the partitive argument in sentence (2c) is cer- 
tainly not a non-canonical partitive subject, but it is a canonical object in the 
partitive case. Therefore, it is crucial to keep in mind the aspects of Finnish 
verb morphology relating to transitivity, and the rich possibilities that are of- 
fered for semantic nuances and differing aspects of transitivity, when attempt- 
ing to deal with notions of non-canonical marking of NPs in Finnish. 

To summarize the subject and object case marking patterns in Finnish, 
Table 2 presents the distribution of case marking for both the canonical 
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constructions and for the ‘non-canonical’ constructions to be discussed in §§2 
and 3. Note that this presents data for nominal objects only, since personal pro- 
nominal objects always take the accusative or partitive case. In §4 we attempt 
to relate these Finnish constructions to the typology of non-canonical verbs 
reflected in Onishi (Introduction to this volume). 


Table 2. Distribution of subject and object case marking for nominals in Finnish 








Subject Object 

NOM GEN ACC PART NOM GEN ACC PART 
Neutral (§1) + + + 
Negative (§3.2) + + 
Partitive Subject (§2.1) + (+) 
“‘Necessive’ (§2.2.1) + + + 
Nonfinite verb (§§2.2.4, 3.1.2) + + + 
Imperative (§3.1.1) + + 
‘Missing Person’ (§3.1) + + 
Impersonal (§3.1.3) + + 
(GEN ‘for’) INF (§2.2.3) + + 





2. Non-canonical subjects 


As mentioned in §1, the Finnish canonical subjects are in the nominative case 
and trigger verb agreement. These patterns and other tests for subjecthood pre- 
sented in Sands (2000: §3.2) are utilized in the following discussion to deter- 
mine whether an argument should be considered a subject or not. There are two 
principal constructions we discuss which have putative non-canonical subjects: 
the partitive ‘subjects’ of ‘Existential’ clauses and the genitive ‘subjects’ of 
“Necessive’ clauses. 


2.1 Partitive subjects 


Linguists have found Finnish sentences with ‘subjects’ in the partitive case 
fascinating and there are many differences of opinion concerning them. Tradi- 
tionally, partitive subjects are said to occur in ‘Existential’ sentences (though 
as we will see below, ‘existential’ is not precisely what characterizes them).'! 
The most common verb that appears with the partitive subject is olla ‘to be’ and 
here the construction is very similar to the English “There is/are . . .” sentences 
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(see (6a)). In sentences with partitive subjects, the finite verb is always third 
person singular in form—that is, there is no agreement between partitive 
subjects and the verb (Karlsson 1982: 94). Also, the partitive subject is often 
post-verbal, though this is by no means necessary, as seen in (5a) below. Let us 
begin by looking at the conditions for the use of partitive subjects. 


2.1.1 Constraints (or conditions under which partitive subjects are possible) 
[1] The ‘Existence’ constraint: Ikola (1971: 171) is one of many authors who 
claim that “the partitive subject is possible only in sentences which primarily 
express existence (the predicate can at times express also coming to be, ceasing 
to be, motion or change into another state of being).” The partitive subject of 
the Existential only occurs in the context of an indefinite quantity of a mass or 
plural noun, or in a negative context. (The notion that ‘existence’ is involved 
in the partitive subjects is commonly repeated in Finnish grammatical treat- 
ments). As we will see presently, it is not strictly true that the sentences must 
have an existential sense. For now, however, let us consider some examples 
which illustrate this construction. The first sentence in the following pairs il- 
lustrates the partitive subject with its ‘existential’ sense, while the second illus- 
trates the corresponding sentence with a more canonical nominative subject: 


(4) a. Ulkona leikk-i laps-i-a. 
outside play-3SG+PAST child-PL-PART 
“Outside children were playing. /‘There were children playing out- 
side.’ 
b. Lapse-t leikk-i-vät ulkona. 
child-NOM+PL play-PAST-3PL outside 
‘The children played outside.’ 


(5) a. Use-i-ta ihmis-i-ä on hukku-nut. 
several-PL-PART human-PL-PART be+3sG drown-PAST+PARTIC 
‘Several people have drowned.’/‘There are several people who 
have drowned,’ 
b. Ihmise-t o-vat hukku-neet. 
human-NOM+PL be-3PL drown-PAST+PARTIC+PL 
‘The people have drowned.’ 


(6) a. Purki-ssa on leipd-d. 
tin-INES be+3SG bread-PART 
“There’s some bread in the tin.’/‘In the tin (there) is some bread.’ 
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b. Leipä on purki-ssa. 
bread+NOM be+3sG tin-INES 
‘The bread is in the tin.’ (Karlsson 1982: 94) 


Consider also the following examples which describe the existence or coming 
into existence of the nominal in the partitive case: 


(7) Kirja-a-ni on jo kirjakaupo-i-ssa. 
book-PART-1SG+POSS be+38G already bookshop-PL-INES 
‘My book is already in bookshops.’ (Penttilä 1963: 628) 


(8) Ja kun uut-ta vart-ta kasvo-i, Pönttö 
and when new-PART stalk-PART grow-3SG+PAST Pönttö 
mullitt-i se-n jälleen. 


put.soil.on-3SG+PAST it-ACC again 
‘And when a new stalk grew, Pönttö put soil on it again.’ 


(9) Susikoske-n ol-i vaikea kuvitel-la, että 
Susikoski-GEN be-3SG+PAST difficult imagine-INF THAT 
noit-I-a ol-i ole-ma-ssa. 


witch-PL-PART be-3SG+PAST be-3INF-INES 
‘It was difficult for Susikoski to imagine that witches exist.’ 


[2] No direct object or predicate complement. A second constraint on the parti- 
tive subject is summarized by Ikola (1971: 171) as “‘if an object or predicate 
complement is joined to the predicate, then the sentence cannot be existential 
and thus the subject cannot be in the partitive.” Contrast (10a), which has both 
a partitive subject and an object and is therefore ungrammatical, with (10b) and 
(10c), which express similar concepts but are grammatical: 


(10) a. *Mieh-i-G hakkaa piha-lla pu-i-ta. 
man-PL-PART chop yard-ADES wood-PL-PART 
‘Some men are chopping wood in the yard.’ 
b. Miehe-t hakkaa-vat piha-lla pu-i-ta. 
man-NOM+PL chop-3PL yard-ADES wood-PL-PART 
‘The men are chopping wood in the yard.’ 


c. Piha-lla on mieh-i-ä hakkaa-ma-ssa 
yard- ADES be+3SG man-PL-PART chop-3INF-INES 
pu-i-ta. 


wood-PL-PART 
‘In the yard there are some men chopping wood.’ (Ikola 1971: 171) 
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(The ‘third infinitive’ -ma is a nominalization and here the entire nominalized 
clause miehiä hakkaamassa puita can be analysed as a partitive NP argument 
of the main clause.) An ungrammatical example with a partitive subject and a 
predicate complement is: 


(11) a. *Ministere-i-td on sosiaalidemokraattis-i-a. 
minister-PL-PART be+3SG social.democrat-PL-PART 


‘Some ministers are social democrats.’ (Hakulinen and Karlsson 
1979: 167)" 


A grammatical version of this sentence must include a nominative subject or 
must form a relative clause of the predication: 


(11) b. Jotku-t ministeri-t o-vat 
some-NOM+PL minister-NOM+PL be-3PL 
sosiaalidemokraattis-i-a. 
social.democrat-PL-PART 
‘Some ministers are social democrats.’ 

c. On ministere-i-td jotka o-vat 
be+3SG minister-PL-PART Who+NOM+PL be-3PL 
sosiaalidemokraattis-i-a. 
social.democrat-PL-PART 
‘There are ministers who are social democrats.’ 


In this case, (11a) is ungrammatical, it is thought, because it is does not have 
an existential connotation; it is about characteristics of ‘ministers’ rather than 
about somehow asserting the ministers’ existence. 

A crucial issue to be dealt with is the extent to which constraint [2] actually 
holds, a question we return to presently. 

If the two constraints just mentioned are met, then partitive subjects can be 
utilized in the following sets of circumstances: 
[3] If the subject refers to an unspecified amount or part of the whole of a mass 
or divisible noun, then the partitive singular is used. (Ikola 1971: 172; Hoover 
1984: 66; Karlsson 1982: 94; Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 166 speak of this 
as the “‘indefiniteness of partial amounts” ): 


(12) a. Ruoka-a on poydd-lld. 
food-PART be+3sG table-ADES 
‘(Some) food is on the table.’ 
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Contrast (12a) with (12b): 


(12) b. Ruoka on pöydä-llä. 
food+NoM be+3sG table-ADES 
‘The food is on the table.’ 


See also: 

(13) Vet-td valu-i kellari-in-kin. 
water-PART flow-3SG+PAST cellar-ILL-TOO 
‘(Some) water flowed also into the cellar.’ 

(14) Tää-llä  kasva-a petdjdmetsd-d. 


here-ADES grow-3sG pine.forest-PART 
‘Pine forest grows here.’ 


[4] If the subject refers to an unspecified number or portion of a count noun, the 
subject is in the partitive plural (Karlsson 1982: 94-5): 


(15) a. Kadu-lla on auto-j-a. 
street-ADES be+3SG car-PL-PART 
‘On the street there are (some) cars.’/“There are (some) cars on the 
street.’ 


Contrast (15a) with (15b): 


(15) b. Auto-t o-vat kadu-lla. 
car-NOM+PL be-3PL street- ADES 
‘The cars are on the street.’ 


See also: 
(16) Thmis-i-G kuole-e joka päivä. 
human-PL-PART die-3SG each day 
‘People die every day.’ 
(17) Sellais-i-a virhe-i-td eslinty-y usein. 


this.kind-PL-PART mistake-PL-PART appear-38G often 
‘Such errors come up often.’ (Karlsson 1982: 95) 


[5] If the sentence expresses negation of the existence of the subject (Ikola 
1971: 172; Karlsson 1982: 95) (note that the partitive subject is not obligatory 
in negation): 


(18) a. 
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Kadu-lla ei ole auto-a. 
street- ADES NEG+3SG be car-PART 
‘There’s not a car on the street.’ 


Contrast (18a) with (18b): 


(18) b. 


See also: 


(19) 


(20) 


Auto ei ole kadu-lla. 
car+NOM NEG+3SG be street-ADES 
‘The car is not on the street.’ 


Pöydä-llä ei ole kirja-a. 
table-ADES NEG+3SG be book-PART 
‘There is no book on the table.’ 


Mies-tä ei näy ei-kä kuulu. 
man-PART NEG+3SG appear NEG+3SG-AND be.heard 
‘The man is not seen nor heard.’ 


[6] If the sentence expresses doubt or if a negative answer to a question is antic- 


ipated: 
(21) a. 


On-ko sinu-lla  kello-a. 
be+3SG-QUEST 2SG-ADES time-PART 
“Would you have a watch?’ (expression of doubt) 


Contrast (21a) with (21b): 


(21) b. 


See also: 


(22) 


(23) 


On-ko sinu-lla kello. 
be+3SG-QUEST 2SG-ADES time+NOM 
‘Do you have a/the watch?’ 


On-ko tää-llä ketään? 
be+3SG-QUEST here-ADES who+PART 
‘Is there anybody here?’ (doubt) 


On-ko tei-llä tä-tä kirja-a? 
be+3SG-QUEST 2PL-ADES this-PART book-PART 
‘Do you have this book?’ (Karlsson 1982: 95) 
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[7] If some oblique phrase or adverb contributes an ‘individuated’ (or more 
specific) interpretation (cf. Hopper and Thompson 1980) to the clause, a parti- 
tive subject is ungrammatical. This is due to the fact that the oblique phrases 
place the clause in circumstances where an ‘existential’ connotation is no lon- 
ger possible (see Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 168, 170, Penttilä 1963: 627). 
The obliques contribute towards changing the degree of transitivity these 
clauses have by making them more transitive, and, as mentioned in the follow- 
ing paragraphs, the clauses with partitive subject are in fact very low in transi- 
tivity. This is seen in the contrast between (24a) and (24b), and (25a) and (25b), 
where the (b) sentences are ungrammatical: 


(24) a. Lava-lla hymyile-e misse-j-d. 
platform-A DES smile-3SG “‘miss”-PL-PART 
‘On the platform the beauty contestants smile.’/“There are beauty 
contestants smiling on the platform.’ 

b. *?Lava-lla hymyile-e misse-j-G tuomare-i-lle. 

platform-ADEs smile-3SG “‘miss”-PL-PART judge-PL-ALL 
‘On the platform the beauty contestants smile at the judges.’ 
(Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 168)'4 


(25) a. Omenapu-i-ta kasva-a puutarha-ssa. 

apple.tree-PL-PART grow-3SG garden-INES 
‘Apple trees grow in the garden’ 

b. *Omenapu-i-ta kasva-a hitaasti puutarha-ssa. 
apple.tree-PL-PART grow-3SG slowly garden-INES 
‘(The) apple trees grow slowly in the garden’ 

c. Omenapuu-t kasva-vat hitaasti puutarha-ssa. 
apple.tree-NOM+PL grow-3PL slowly garden-INES 
‘The apple trees grow slowly in the garden.’ (Hakulinen and Karlsson 
1979: 170) 


While there is a generally recognized lack of success at stating the precise condi- 
tions under which clauses with partitive subjects can be used, there is general 
agreement that they involve ‘‘existence”’ (or belonging in a certain place) in 
some broad and vague sense and that it is the class of Existential sentences 
which may co-occur with a partitive subject. The existential clauses are not so 
much about asserting general existence in the world as they are predications 
about locative space, reporting its contents (cf. Helasvuo 1996b: 343). As 
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pointed out above, the Existential clauses are very low in transitivity, according 
to Hopper and Thomson’s (1980) transitivity hypothesis. That is, they have only 
a single participant; they represent a state, and not an action; they are conse- 
quently low in agency; and they are non-punctual and non-volitional. Even 
though in (4a) above, for example, the partitive subject argument lapsia ‘chil- 
dren’ is an agent of the verb leikkiä ‘to play’, and the children are carrying out 
the action of playing, it is not this action that is being focussed on in the clause; 
rather the crucial point is, as defined by Huumo (1995) and Huumo and Perko 
(1993), that the subject, ‘some children’, is included within the domain, ‘out- 
side’. A similar claim is made in Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979: 169), who sug- 
gest that it might be more accurate to look at these sentences as those in which 
the activity/event expressed by the verbs permit a meaning of ‘locating/placing 
the subject in some location’, and indeed very often a locative adverb or oblique 
locative construction appears in these sentences (cf. Hakanen 1997: 9). Thus the 
fact that the children are playing is only incidental and such a sentence as (4a) 
is possible only because for children to be playing outside is a proto-typical 
activity associated both with children and with outside. To substitute an action 
that is not typically associated with children being outside leads to a sentence 
which at best is only marginally acceptable, as in (31) (contrast this with (8a): 


(26) = ??Ulkona syö laps-i-a. 
outside eat+3sG child-PL-PART 
‘Outside children are eating’? 


This is further illustrated in the following pair of sentences: 


(27) a. Tytt6-j-G lymyile-e viidako-ssa. 
girl-PL-PART lurk-3sG jungle-INEs 
‘Girls are hiding in the jungle.’/‘There are girls hiding in the jungle.’ 
b. *Tyttö-j-ä hymyile-e viidako-ssa. 
girl-PL-PART smile-3sG jungle-INES 
‘Girls are smiling in the jungle. 


Hakulinen and Karlsson point out that the class of verbs which permit partitive 
subjects is in principle open and unlimited, although in practice only a small 
group of verbs is found to appear with partitive subjects in Finnish texts. 
Wähämäki (1975, cited in Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 169-70) found that 
in 1,349 instances of partitive subjects taken from Finnish literary texts, 83% 
appeared with the ten most frequent verbs, and in fact the huge majority of 
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cases were with olla ‘to be’. The ten most frequent verbs are seen in Table 3 
(from Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 170): 


Table 3. Occurrences of verbs with partitive subjects 





Verb N Percent 
olla ‘to be’ 739 54.8% 
tulla ‘to come’ 114 8.5% 
tapahtua ‘to happen’ 87 6.5% 
kuulua ‘to be heard’ 43 3.2% 
näkyä ‘to be seen’ 30 2.2% 
syntyä ‘to be born, originate’ 28 2.1% 
esiintyä ‘to appear’ 21 1.6% 
aiheutua ‘to have its cause in’, ‘to come about because’ 20 1.5% 
sattua ‘to take place, to happen’ 18 1.3% 
jäädä ‘to remain, stay’ 17 1.3% 





In total, 98 different verbs appeared in the texts, but 54 of these appeared only 
once. 

Finally, it should be noted that Helasvuo (1996b) has shown that the dis- 
course function of Existential clauses is to provide background information for 
a discourse. The argument introduced as being in existence (the partitive argu- 
ment) is generally not further mentioned in the discourse and the clause simply 
provides information about the location. 


2.1.2 Partitive subjects together with direct objects 

Let us now return to the question of how accurate constraint [2] (above) may 
be and how it should be seen in view of counter-examples to it. Constraint [2], 
restated, is: “If an object (or predicate complement) is joined to the predicate, 
then the sentence cannot be existential and thus the subject cannot be in the 
partitive” (Ikola 1971: 171; cf. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 167). However, 
in a number of instances the partitive subject can be used in clauses which have 
an overt direct object. Many of these objects are, however, generally not spe- 
cific or referential, but are cognate objects (of the ‘to dream a dream’ type) or 
are redundant or predictable from the discourse context. That is, in these in- 
stances, no difficulty arises in distinguishing the subject NP from the object NP. 
Compare (28a) with (28b) from Ikola (1968). These clauses are effectively 
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synonymous and thus the claim is made that (28a) is effectively an intransitive 
clause. In any case, the low transitivity of (28a) leads to this being an accept- 
able clause. 


(28) a. Use-i-ta siviilihenkil6-i-ta sa-i 
several-PL-PART civilian.person-PL-PART receive-3SG+PAST 
surma-nsa. 


death+ACC-3SG+POSS 

‘Several civilians received their deaths.’/‘Several civilians died.’ 
b. Use-i-ta siviilihenkilö-i-tä kuol-i. 

several-PL-PART civilian.person-PL-PART die-3SG+PAST 

‘Several civilians died.’ 


Nevertheless, as Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979: 167) say, “the partitive subject 
has begun to appear also in such sentences in which there is a full direct object 
(especially in partitive case)” (cf. also Sulkala and Karjalainen 1992: 212). 
Some examples are: 


(29) Odottav-i-a dite-j-d, varusmieh-i-G ja 
expecting-PL-PART mother-PL-PART serviceman-PL-PART and 
opiskelijo-i-ta  käytt-i äänioikeu-tta-an 


student-PL-PART use-3SG+PAST voting.right-PART-3SG+POSS 
Salo-ssa maanantai-na. 

salo-INES Monday-Ess 

‘Expecting mothers, servicemen, and students used their right to vote 
in Salo on Monday.’ 


(30) Venäjä-ä luke-e hyvin vähän suomalais-i-a 
Russian-PART study-3sG very few Finn-PL-PART 
‘Very few Finns study Russian’ 


(31) a. Kieltenopettaj-i-a saa luo-na-mme 
language.teacher-PL-PART get+3SG presence-INESS- 1 PL+POSS 
työ-tä. 
work-PART 

‘Language teachers get work with us.’ (Hakulinen and Karlsson 
1979: 167) 


The important point about these transitive sentences with partitive subject is, 
as outlined in Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979: 168), that the clause must be 
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interpretable with no additional context. Thus the participants are indefinite and 
cannot be accompanied by a definite pronoun as seen in (31b): 


(31) b. *Näi-tä kieltenopettaj-i-a saa 
this+PL-PART language.teacher-PL-PART get+3SG 
luo-na-mme työ-tä. 


presence-INESS-1PL+POSS work-PART 
‘These language teachers get work with us.’ 


The transitive sentences with partitive subjects also seem to provide back- 
ground information as opposed to describing individuated situations (see Sands 
2000: §4.8.4; Helasvuo 1997a)—+recall that these partitive subjects are not spe- 
cific or definite—and so are really used very similarly to the partitive subject 
of intransitive Existential sentences (which have no direct object). 

The increasing acceptability of a partitive subject with transitive verbs is 
possibly related to an increase also in the use of partitive subject with intran- 
sitive verbs, not just for Existential clauses, but to indicate non-exhaustive 
reference. This is as outlined in Vilkuna (1989: 260) who gives the following 
account: 

It is possible that present-day Finnish is undergoing what could be called 

‘subjectivization’ of the partitive E[xistential]-subject. The following, apparently all- 

new sentences contain change-of-state verbs, which normally reject the E[xistential] 

pattern, and the Loc-V-PAR [locative—verb-partitive] order would indeed be quite 
unnatural . . . [examples from] newspaper headline[s] . . . : 


[1] Bussilinjo-j-a muuttu-u Espoo-ssa. 
busline-PL-PART change-3SG ESpoo-INES 
‘Some bus routes will change in Espoo.’ 
[2] Auto-j-a hyyty-y  pakkase-en. 
car-PL-PART freeze-3SG cold-ILL 
‘Cars get frozen up because of the cold/in the cold weather.’ 


The tendency seems to be towards using partitive [subject] to convey simple 
indefiniteness (non-exhaustive reference); for example, ([1]) seems to want to avoid 
the implication that all bus routes would be changed, even though the corresponding 
nominative-subject sentence would not necessarily carry that implication either . . . 
partitive subjects are becoming acceptable for people even in transitive sentences, 
especially when accompanied by an explicit quantifier word. 


2.1.3 Is the partitive argument really a non-canonical subject? 
Although traditionally the partitive argument of the Existential clauses (of 
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2.1.1) has been called the subject, this question is actually open to debate. 
Hakulinen (1983) argues it is a subject, just not a prototypical subject, while 
Karlsson (1982: 109) argues that the subject-object distinction is simply 
neutralized; Vilkuna (1989), Wiik (1974) and Sands (2000: §4.6) argue that 
this argument is more like an object than a subject. There are arguments for this 
claim which relate to the case-marking pattern of objects (Wiik 1974, see §3), 
for example that the argument of the Existential clause is in the partitive case 
when negative as negative objects are (see 2.1.1). Possessive clauses, a sub-type 
of the Existential clauses, have a possessor indicated with the adessive case 
and are a rare case where a pronominal argument of an Existential clause is 
possible. This pronominal argument is in the accusative case and is thus like an 
object. 


(32) Niin kauan kuin minu-lla on sinu-t, tunne-n 
so long than 1SG-ADES be+3SsG 2SG-ACC feel-1 SG 
itse-ni onnellise-ksi. 


self-1sG+Poss happy-TRAN 
‘So long as I have you, I feel myself to be happy.’ 


Thus in these ways, the case-marking pattern of the Existential argument resem- 
bles that of an object." (For other arguments and more detail, see Sands 2000: 
§6.2.1.C.) 

On the other hand there is some evidence to argue that the argument is actu- 
ally a subject after all. Consider (33) from the writer J. Aho (cited in Penttila 
1963: 631): 


(33) Tul-i mieh-i-G ja nais-i-a ja 
come-3SG+PAST man-PL-PART and woman-PL-PART and 
tek-i-vät tupas-i-a-an kaik-i-lle 
make-PAST-3PL cabin-PL-PART-3PL+POSS all-PL-ALL 
rinte-i-lle. 
slope-PL-ALL 
“There came men and women and they made their cabins on all the 
hillsides.’ 


Given that in this instance the verb of the second clause (tekivät ) both has no 
overt NP of its own and agrees in number with the plural partitive NP subjects 
of the first clause (miehiä and naisia) which are its logical subject, it seems 
clear that mieh-i-d and nais-i-a are being treated as true subjects in this 
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sentence. This follows from the fact that with partitive objects there is no 
deletion of coreferential subjects in the next clause, as can be seen in (34): 


(34) *Hän näk-i mieh-i-ä ja nais-i-a 

3SG+NOM See-3SG+PAST man-PL-PART and woman-PL-PART 

ja tek-i-vat tupas-i-a-an kaik-i-lle 

and make-PAST-3PL cabin-PL-PART-3PL+POSS all-PL-ALL 

rinte-i-lle. 

slope-PL-ALL 

“He/she saw men and women and made their cabins on all the hill- 

sides’. 
However, this may not be as clear as it seems. In Sapir’s famous saying, all 
grammars leak. This would appear to be true in the case of Finnish sentences 
of this sort, those with conjoined clauses in which the first has a partitive sub- 
ject which is coreferential with a subject NP of the conjoined clause which is 
not in partitive case. All of the following alternatives occur and yet native 
speakers are not certain whether any is (fully) grammatical. This illustrates the 
uncertainty in speakers’ minds as to whether the partitive argument is a true 
subject or not. 


(35) a. ?Mieh-i-d juoksentele-e piha-lla ja lyö pallo-a. 


man-PL-PART run-3SG yard-ADES and hit+3sG ball-PART 
b. ?Mieh-i-d juoksentele-e piha-lla ja ly6-vdt pallo-a 

man-PL-PART run-3SG yard-ADES and hit-3PL ball-PART 
c. ?Mieh-i-d juoksentele-e piha-lla ja he lyö-vät 

man-PL-PART run-3SG yard-ADES and 3PL+NOM hit-3PL 

pallo-a. 

ball-PART 


‘(Some) men are running around in the yard and are hitting the ball.’'* 


Scholars will continue to dispute whether the partitive argument of the intransi- 
tive Existential clauses is subject or object, or a neutralization of the two. 
However, the partitive subject of the transitive sentences illustrated in §2.1.2 
is certainly a subject (one cannot argue that it is an object), but it is an indicator 
of very low transitivity. The partitive argument (whether it be subject or object) 
reflects reduced transitivity, though it is possibly becoming more widespread 
and used for indefinite, inexhaustible quantity. So the question remains, is this 
partitive argument non-canonical or not? If we take the strict view that Finnish 
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subjects must be in the nominative case and trigger verb agreement but also 
accepting the traditional view that the argument introduced in the Existential 
clause is a subject, then certainly it must be said that the partitive arguments 
here are non-canonical. But this standpoint seems to ignore essential aspects of 
Finnish case marking. First, the partitive case also reflects reduced transitivity 
when used on objects (cf. Sands 2000: §4.8, and below) and thus there is a clear 
link between the subject and object partitive case marking patterns. Second, the 
behavior of the argument in question is similar to an object in many ways and 
so there may be good reason to accept the view that perhaps Finnish has a split 
system of marking its intransitive verbs, with subject-like marking for verbs or 
clauses with high agentivity/transitivity and object-like marking for verbs or 
clauses with low agentivity/transitivity. Whichever standpoint one takes, it is 
certainly clear that in Finnish the partitive case indicates low transitivity, 
whether for objects, subjects/objects of Existential clauses, or subjects of 
clauses with two arguments (‘transitive clauses’). 


2.2 Genitive subjects 


A number of constructions require “subjects” in the genitive case in Finnish 
(see §2.2.3). The genitive is generally held to be the default subject case for 
non-finite verb forms (cf. Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 31), and therefore most 
of the constructions mentioned here would not be considered non-canonical 
from a Finnish grammatical perspective. The genitive ‘subject’ of so-called 
Necessive constructions, however, is held by many Finnish grammarians to be 
a non-canonical subject, and it therefore receives more attention here. It should 
be noted that there are actually two questions with regards to this genitive argu- 
ment: (a) is it a subject, and (b) if it is a subject, what is it the subject of? 


2.2.1 Necessive constructions 

Verbs of obligation are called “necessives” or ‘‘necessitatives’’ in Finnish 
grammar. (For detailed study of these, see Laitinen 1992, 1995a, 1997.) Verbs 
and verbal constructions of obligation typically take surface subjects in the 
genitive case and the verbs do not agree in person or number with this subject, 
but are in third person singular form (cf. Ikola 1971: 172). These verbs (with 
the exception of the olla + passive participle construction) always combine with 
an infinitive verb form which indicates that which must be done. If the infin- 
itive is transitive, the surface direct object is in the nominative case if fully 
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affected and in the partitive case if only partially affected or if the clause is 
negative (cf. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 100). The verbs and constructions 
in this class include the following (there are also a number of others, a group 
of about 20 verbs among the modals, Laitinen 1997: 111): 


pitä- must (‘to hold, to keep’ in non-Necessive contexts) 
pitdisi should 

täyty- must 

tdytyisi should, ought to 

olla pakko to be obligatory, must 

olla VERB.ROOT-PASS-PARTIC should, must 

tule- should (moral obligation) 

kuulu- must (inherent or moral obligation) 

NEG farvitse not have to 


The following examples illustrate some of these (cf. Sulkala and Karjalainen 
1992: 319): 


(36) Sinu-n pitä-ä = men-nd. 
2SG-GEN must-3SG g0-INF 
“You must go.’ 


(37) Sinu-n pitä-isi men-nd. 
2SG-GEN must-COND+3SG g0-INF 
“You ought to go.’ 


(38) Minu-n tdyty-y nyt Idhte-d. 
1SG-GEN must-3SG now leave-INF 
‘I must leave now.’/‘I have to leave now.’ 


(39) Sinu-n on pakko men-nd. 
1SG-GEN be+38G obligatory go-INF 
“You must go.’/‘It is necessary for you to go.’ 


(40) Sinu-n on men-tda-vd. 
2SG-GEN be+3SG g0-PASS-PARTIC 
“You have to go.’ 


(41) Kaikk-i-en on kerran kuol-ta-va. 
all-PL-GEN be+3SG once die-PASS-PARTIC 
‘All must die sometime.’ (Penttilä 1963: 469) 
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(42) Häne-n ei tarvitse lähte-ä. 
3SG-GEN NEG+3SG need leave-INF 
‘He/she doesn’t have to leave.’ 


As Vilkuna (1989: 152) says, ‘‘a particularly hard question to answer is whether 
the genitive NP in the necessive sentence is a subject or not”; at times such 
clauses have been regarded as subjectless or impersonal and in any case lacking 
a prototypical subject (cf. Laitinen 1997: 111). The interpretation which consid- 
ers the genitive-marked NP to be the subject is most common (see, for example, 
Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 158, 172, Sulkala and Karjalainen 1992: 
210-11), but some Finnish grammarians analyse these constructions as: (1) the 
infinitive (or embedded clause) is considered the subject of the sentence and the 
NP in genitive case is considered to be the subject of the infinitive rather than 
of the main (Necessive) verb (Ikola 1978); the genitive argument is also held 
to be the subject of the infinitive in Laitinen (1992, 1997), Laitinen and Vilkuna 
(1993), and in Penttilä (1956); or (2) the genitive is taken to be a dative adver- 
bial, attached to the main (Necessive) predicate (Leino 1986; Vilkuna 1989: 
260). We turn now to our analysis of the Necessive construction. 

In the Necessive construction, the genitive NP has the semantic role of the 
undergoer of the obligation of the verb and one possible analysis of the clause 
type is that given by Ikola (1971), with the infinitive analysed as subject of the 
Necessive verb and the genitive argument as a dative adverbial. Compare sen- 
tences (43a-b) where the verb sopia ‘to suit, fit’ functions as a modal and may 
alternate with a genitive or allative argument. 


(43) a. Minu-n ei sovi lähte-ä. 
1SG-GEN NEG+3SG suit leave-INF 
‘I shouldn’t leave.’ (It would not be acceptable to other people; it 
would not be decent) 
b. Minu-lle ei sovi lähte-ä. 
1SG-ALL NEG+3SG suit leave-INF 
‘It’s not convenient for me to leave.’ (It is not possible for some rea- 
son essentially beyond my control for me to leave). 


Here the genitive argument alternates with an allative-adverbial which might 
seem like good evidence to consider the genitive argument as a dative-adver- 
bial. However, there is a significant difference in meaning and this is crucial to 
the analysis. In (43a) the genitive argument is under a “general (social or ethic- 
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al) norm”; minu-n 1SG-GEN is presented as the one who has the final responsi- 
bility for deciding whether to leave or not, meaning that in this way it is 
agentive or volitional, i.e. controls the situation. However, in (43b) with minu- 
lle 1SG-ALL, it is appropriate to translate the allative nominal as a ‘dative-ad- 
verbial’ with meaning ‘for me’, in the sense: ‘for me to leave is not possible 
because of circumstances not essentially under my control’. That is, the referent 
of minulle in the allative case in (43b) has less choice than the one of genitive 
minun in (43a). The genitive argument in this function is therefore closer 
semantically to a subject and not to a dative-adverbial. 

Another reason for believing that the genitive argument is not a dative-adver- 
bial derives from a widespread Necessive construction (generally left out of 
grammatical treatments of Finnish) which has nominative case (rather than the 
expected genitive), but no verb agreement. Contrast the following three sen- 
tences (from Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 24): 


(44) a. Lehmä-t pitä-ä tul-la koti-in. 

COW-NOM+PL must-3SG come-INF home-ILL 
‘The cows must come home.’ (It’s someone or something other than 
the cows that is obliged to get the cows home) 

b. Lehm-i-en pitä-ä tul-la koti-in. 
COW-PL-GEN must-3SG come-INF home-ILL 
‘The cows must come home.’ (It’s the cows’ obligation to come 
home) 

c. Lehmä-t pitä-ä tuo-da koti-in. 
COW-NOM+PL must-3SG bring-INF home-ILL 
“You/one has to bring the cows home.’/“The cows have to be brought 
home.’ (See also Laitinen 1997: 112) 


Sentence (44c) has an implied Missing Person subject (see below) which is not 
present, making lehmät ‘cows’ the object, which is moved into the pre-verbal 
topic position according to the common pattern of the language in instances 
where there is no overt subject (Laitinen 1997: 112, Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 
24). This becomes clear when we contrast a related sentence which has an overt 
genitive subject, (44d): 


(44) d. Heidän pitä-ä  tuo-da lehmä-t koti-in. 
3PL-GEN must-3SG bring-INF COW-NOM+PL home-ILL 
‘They must bring the cows home.’”” 
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A nominative subject can be seen also in (45): 


(45) Lapse-t pitä-ä  ol-la kymmene-ltd sängy-ssä. 
child-NOM+PL must-3SG be-INF ten-ABL bed-INES 
‘Children must be in bed at ten.’ (Vilkuna 1989: 260) 


Note here that the Necessive verb pitää does not agree in number with the 
plural nominative subject lapset ; if it did, it would be pitd-vdt ‘must-3PL’. 
Nevertheless, lapset does appear to be the subject and as it is in nominative case 
there is no possible reading here of ‘for the children’. The interpretation of (45) 
as ‘to be in bed at ten holds for the children’, which the analysis which treats 
the genitive NP as a dative-adverbial has, is not possible. 

As Laitinen and Vilkuna (1993: 24) point out, the instances with nominative 
subjects (such as (44a)) are “‘almost exclusively restricted to intransitives”’ and 
instances with first or second person pronouns in nominative case are extremely 
rare. The alternative with genitive case (as in (44b)) is required in sentences 
where the semantic role of the NP is agent (controller) or experiencer with re- 
spect to the embedded verb. The alternative with the subject of the Necessive 
verb in nominative case is possible only when the obligation is “external,” not 
under the control or intention of the NP, but derives from elsewhere. For exam- 
ple, in (46), the obligation to be a certain age was not under control or in the 
intention of the boys and girls, but rather derives from the external authority of 
the church: 


(46) Ennen aina _ pit-i ol-la__ poja-t 16-vuotisia 
before always must-3SG+PAST be-INF boy-NOM+PL 16-years.old 
ja tytö-t 15 täyttä-neet. 


and girl-NOM+PL 15 complete-PAST+PARTIC 
‘Before the boys always had to have turned 16 years old and the girls 
15 [to be confirmed]. (Cf. Laitinen and Vilkuna 1993: 39) 


Thus it is clear that the genitive argument occurs with clauses which are higher 
in transitivity and the nominative argument occurs where there is lower transi- 
tivity (less control, intention, volition, or agentivty). The genitive argument is 
agentive and volitional and very much worthy of being a subject, as opposed 
to the nominative argument which is non-volitional and less worthy of being 
subject. Sands (2000: §6.3), proposes that the genitive argument is in fact the 
subject of the infinitive (not of the Necessive main verb), as is the nominative 
argument where it occurs, and this explains first, why the nominative argument 
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does not trigger verb agreement (because it is subject of an infinitive which 
cannot show subject agreement), and second, why the genitive argument is 
more subject-like than the nominative argument in this instance. Since the geni- 
tive case subject is the canonical case for non-finite verb forms (this point has 
been made earlier and will be seen in more detail below), it is used in situations 
of high transitivity, while where transitivity is reduced another case is used, just 
as the partitive has been shown to indicate low transitivity for finite subjects. 
Here in necessive constructions, however, the nominative case indicates re- 
duced transitivity. Where the partitive indicates reduced transitivity, the nomi- 
native indicates high transitivity and so is already taken up. Where the genitive 
indicates high transitivity, however, the nominative remains unused and is 
available to signal lower transitivity. (Sands 2000 presents additional reasons 
for analyzing the genitive argument as subject of the non-finite infinitival com- 
plement rather than of the main ‘necessive’ verb itself.) 

If we accept that the genitive argument of the Necessive construction is a 
subject, but of the infinitive as opposed to the main verb, then the Necessive 
construction illustrated in example sentences (36) to (42) should be seen, not 
as a clause type with a non-canonical subject, but rather as a clause type with 
a canonical genitive subject to a non-finite verb form.” The instances with 
nominative subject in this clause type (e.g. (44a), (45)) are, however, non-ca- 
nonical and indicate reduced transitivity. Laitinen (1997: 113) points out that 
the pattern in necessive clauses with, on the one hand, genitive case where more 
agentivity (more control, volition, or responsibility) is involved (as in (44b), 
(44d), and, on the other hand, with nominative case where less control, volition, 
or responsibility is involved (as in (44a), (45), (46)) is very much like that of 
active-stative languages (or some split-ergative languages), where presence of 
control, volition, or responsibility is marked by the ergative (in Finnish 
necessives by the genitive) and absence of these is signalled by the absolutive 
(by nominative case in Finnish necessive clauses). 


2.2.2 Constructions with genitive NP ‘complements’ 

In Finnish, there is a construction in which an NP appears in genitive case 
meaning ‘for’, often also translated by the English ‘for to’ complement. While 
it appears to involve merely an oblique NP, some Finnish grammarians treat 
this as subject (perhaps because it is similar in some examples to, say, the me 
in for me to go in English which is treated as a raised subject of the infinitive, 
though such a raising analysis is inadequate and inaccurate for Finnish). The 
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construction is found with ‘to be’ + adjective (see (47), (48) and (49)), and with 
a limited set of verbs (see (50)): 


(47) Minu-n on hyvä ol-la__ koto-na. 
1SG-GEN be+3sG good be-INF home-Ess 
‘It’s good for me to be home.’ 


(48) E-n tiedä, kuinka helppo-a Brechti-n _ ol-i 
NEG-1SG know how _ easy-PART Brecht-GEN be-3SG+PAST 
vasta-ta td-hdn kysymykse-en. 
answer-INF this-ILL question-ILL 
‘I don’t know how easy it was for Brecht to answer this question.’ 
(Ikola 1971: 173) 


(49) Meidd-n on mahdoton-ta suostu-a 
1PL-GEN be+3SG impossible-PART agree-INF 
tarjoukse-e-nne. 
offer-ILL-2PL+POSS 
‘It is impossible for us to agree to your offer.’ (Penttilä 1963: 345) 


(50) Minu-n käv-i paremmin tä-ssä  yritykse-ssä. 
1SG-GEN g0-3SG+PAST better this-INES try-INES 
‘It went better for me in this attempt.’ (Penttilä 1963: 344) 


Unlike with the Necessive clauses discussed in §2.2.1 where it was shown that 
an analysis of the genitive argument as a dative-adverbial was not acceptable 
(though historically it began from this), with this clause type it is apparent that 
the genitive argument should be considered to be a dative-adverbial. This 
dative-adverbial genitive is seen in what are traditionally called ‘habitive’ 
sentences in Finnish grammar, where the dative-like genitive (as in (51c) (also 
(51d)) freely substitutes with allative and adessive directional cases (as in (51a), 
(51b), and (51d)) without change in meaning: 


(51) a. Mu-lle  tul-i rakko jalka-an. 
1SG-ALL come-3SG+PAST blister+NOM foot-ILL 
‘I got a blister on my foot.’ 
b. Mu-lla tul-i rakko Jalka-an. 
1SG-ADES come-3SG+PAST blister+NOM foot-ILL 
‘I got a blister on my foot.’ 
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c. Mu-n tul-i rakko jalka-an. 
1SG-GEN come-3SG+PAST blister+NOM foot-ILL 
‘I got a blister on my foot.’ 


d.  Mu-lta/mu-lla/mu-n laht-i mies 
1SG-ABL/1SG-ADES/1SG-GEN leave-3SG+PAST man+NOM 
mer-i-lle. 
sea-PL-ALL 


‘My husband left to be a sailor” (Cf. Laitinen 1995a: 92, 1995b: 
340-1, 1997: 121) 


A comparison of the different construction types with the adjective hyvd ‘good’ 
illustrates the dative-adverbial property of the genitive argument—contrast 
(52a) and (53a) which illustrate the dative-adverbial role of the genitive argu- 
ment with (52b) and (53b) in which the subject is indeed in the nominative case 
and plays no dative-adverbial role in the clause: 


(52) a. Häne-n on-kin hyvä puhu-a. 
3SG-GEN be+3SG-TOO good speak-INF 
‘It is good for him to speak.’ 


b. Hän on-kin hyvä puhu-ma-an. 
3SG+NOM be+3SG-TOO good speak-3INF-ILL 
‘He is good at speaking. 
(53) a. On-ko karhu-j-en hyvä löytä-ä nii-tä? 


be+3SG-QUEST bear-PL-GEN good find-INF them-PART 
‘Is it good for bears to find them?’ 

b. O-vat-ko karhu-t hyv-i-ä löytä-mä-än  nii-tä? 
be-3PL-QUEST bear-PL good-PL-PART find-3INF-ILL them-PART 
‘Are bears good at finding them?’”! 


In the construction with the genitive argument, the adessive or allative case can 
generally substitute without change in meaing, as seen in (54) (compare (52a)): 


(54) Häne-llä on-kin hyvä puhu-a. 
3SG-ADES be+3SG-TOO good speak-INF 
‘It is good for him to speak.’ 


Another reason for believing that the genitive argument is a dative-adverbial is 
that when a clause of this type is made into a participle complement, the geni- 
tive case is replaced with either the allative or adessive case (Sands 2000: 
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§6.2.2). Thus compare (47) (above) with (55a) and (55b), all with the same 
meaning: 


(55) a. Tiedä-n minu-lle ole-van hyvä ol-la koto-na. 
know-1SG 1SG-ALL be-PARTIC good be-INF home-Ess 
‘I know that it is good for me to be at home.’ 
b. Tieddé-n minu-lla ole-van hyvä ol-la koto-na. 
know-1SG 1SG-ADES be-PARTIC good be-INF home-Ess 
‘I know that it is good for me to be at home.’ 


We conclude, this clause type does not have a non-canonical genitive subject, 
but rather has a genitive dative-adverbial (oblique NP) and the clause type is in 
fact without an overt subject. 


2.2.3 Non-finite genitive subject constructions 

The genitive case marks the subject in various subordinate clause constructions. 
The general rule is that the subject of anything other than a finite clause takes 
the genitive case. Subjects marked with genitive case in these subordinate non- 
finite verb forms, then, are considered to be canonically marked in Finnish. 
Some instances of constructions which fit this are: 


[1] Genitive subject of verb in past passive participle + partitive (‘after’): 


(56) Talve-n tul-tu-a men-i-n 
winter-GEN Come-PAST+PASS+PARTIC-PART g0-PAST-1SG 
koti-in. 
home-ILL 


‘After winter had come, I went home.’ 


(57) Peka-n herd-tty-G Tuula 
Pekka-GEN wake-PAST+PASS+PARTIC-PART Tuula+NOM 
lähti töi-hin. 


gO-3SG+PAST work-ILL 
‘After Pekka woke up, Tuula went to work.’ (Karlsson 1982: 184) 


[2] Genitive subject of third infinitive agentives (the third infinitive agentive 
construction is essentially a nominalization and the third infinitive behaves like 
a participle, modifying a noun: 
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(58) Kalle-n osta-ma auto seiso-o  piha-lla. 
Kalle-GEN buy-3INF car+NOM stand-3sG yard-ADES 
“The car (which was) bought by Kalle is (standing) in the yard.’ 


(59) Tä-ssä on isä-n teke-mä tuoli. 
this-INES be+3sG father-GEN make-3INF chair+NOM 
‘Here is the chair made by father.’ (Penttilä 1963: 336) 


[3] Genitive subject of third infinitive + abessive (‘without’): 
(60) Ihmis-ten huomaa-ma-tta hirvi tul-i 


human-GEN+PL notice-3INF-ABES Moose+NOM come-3PAST 
huonee-seen. 


room-ILL 
“Without the people(‘s) noticing, the moose came into the room.’ 
(61) Puikahdi-n paika-lle-ni mu-i-den 


slip-PAST-1SG place-ALL-ISG+GEN other-PL-GEN 
huomaa-ma-tta. 

notice-3INF-ABES 

‘I slipped into my place without the others knowing.’ (Penttilä 1963: 
336) 


[4] Genitive subject of embedded participial clauses: 


(62) Luule-t-ko minu-n tietä-vän tdmd-n? 
think-2SG-QUEST 1SG-GEN know-PaRTIC this-ACC 
‘Do you think that I know this?’ 


(63) Na-i-n Anna-Maija-n tule-van. 
see-PAST-1SG Anna-Maija-GEN come-PARTIC 
‘I saw that Anna-Maija is coming.’/‘I saw Anna-Maija coming.’ 


(64) Huomas-i-n Kalle-n tul-leen. 
notice-PAST-1SG Kalle-GEN come-PAST+PARTIC 
‘I noticed that Kalle had come/that Kalle came.’/‘I noticed Kalle’ s 
having come.’ (Karlsson 1982: 107) 
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[5] Genitive subject of the so-called “second infinitive” (a non-finite verb 


form): 


(65) Sinu-n — olle-ssa-si ahkera mind vain 
you-GEN be-2INF-2SG+POSS diligent 1SG+NOM just 
nuku-i-n. 


sleep-PAST-1SG 
“While you were being diligent, I just slept.’ (Sulkala and 
Karjalainen 1993: 212) 


(66) Talve-n tull-essa minä ja-i-n koti-in. 
winter-GEN come-2INF 1SG+NOM Stay-PAST-1SG home-ILL 
“While winter was coming, I stayed home.’/“When winter was com- 
ing, I stayed home.’ 


In these and other such constructions in Finnish, we treat the genitive subject 
as canonical marking for non-finite verb forms. 


3. Non-canonical objects? 


Does Finnish have any non-canonical objects? Several constructions are candi- 
dates, but, as we will argue, these do not actually involve non-canonical objects, 
and there may not be any real non-canonical objects in Finnish. 


3.1 Nominative direct objects 


In Finnish clauses when there is no overt subject in the nominative case, the 
direct nominal object is not in the accusative case but is in the nominative (or 
the partitive where it is not fully affected).”” (Some Finnish grammarians, how- 
ever, still call this the ‘accusative’ case, designated as the @-accusative, which 
just happens to coincide with the nominative singular in form: see Table 2). The 
accusative case is therefore only assigned in instances where it is necessary to 
distinguish the subject from the object. This use of the nominative case with 
objects is seen in the following constructions, in none of which is the nomina- 
tive case non-canonical, but rather the case marking follows the strict rules of 
the language. 
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3.1.1 Objects of imperatives 

First and second person imperative verb forms do not have a nominative subject 
and take nominative objects (when fully affected; partitive objects if partially 
affected), not accusative objects, as seen in: 


(67) a. Sano se uudestaan. 

say+IMP it+NOM again 
‘Say it again!’ 

b. *Sano se-n uudestaan. 
say+IMP it-ACC again 
‘Say it again!’ 

c. Tapani sanoi se-n. 
Tapani said it-ACC 
“Tapani said it, 


(68) a. Ota-pa tämä! 
take+IMP-EMPH this+NOM 
‘Take this!’, “Why don’t you take this?’ 
b. *Ota-pa tdmd-n! 
take+IMP-EMPH this-ACC 
“Take this!’ (Cf. Sulkala and Karjalainen 1992: 24) 
c. Tapan ottaa tämä-n. 
Tapani take this-ACC 
‘Tapani will take it.” 


3.1.2 Objects of infinitives 

The object of an infinitive complement in a clause which has no overt nomina- 
tive subject of the governing finite verb, because the governing verb is an im- 
perative or impersonal, behaves like the object of the main verb and takes the 
nominative (or partitive) case. Where the main verb has a nominative subject, 
the object of the infinitive is in the accusative. Compare (69a) and (69b) with 
(69c). This rule also holds for Necessive clauses (see §2.2.1) that have an infin- 
itive complement. 


(69) a. Anna Marja-n osta-a auto. 
let+ıMP Marja-GEN buy-INF car+NOM 
‘Let Marja buy a car.’ 
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b. Minun käske-ttiin osta-a auto. 
1SG-GEN buy-PASS+PAST buy-INF car+NOM 
‘I was told to buy a car.’ 


c. Pauli käsk-i Marja-Liisa-n osta-a 
Pauli+NoM order-3SG+PAST Marja-Liisa-GEN buy-INF 
talo-n. 
house- ACC 
‘Pauli told Marja-Liisa to buy a house.’ (Sulkala and Karjalainen 
1992: 222) 


Where the infinitive is an attribute of a subject nominal or of a predicate nomi- 
nal which does not have a nominative subject, the object of the infinitive takes 
the nominative (or partitive) case when there is no nominative subject. Contrast 
the nominative of (70a), (70b), and (71a) with the accusative of (70c); contrast 
also (70a) and (71a) which have nominative objects with the ungrammatical 
(70d) and (71b) which have accusative objects: 


(70) a. On hauska saa-da_ hyvä ystävä. 
be+3sG fun get-INF good+NOM friend+NOM 
‘It is nice to get a good friend.’ (Sulkala and Karjalainen 1992: 221) 
b.  Jussi-n ol-i hauska saa-da hyvä ystävä. 
Jussi-GEN be-3SG+PAST fun get-INF good+NOM friend+NOM 
‘It was nice for Jussi to get a good friend,’ 
c. Jussi halus-i saa-da hyvd-n _ ystéivd-n. 
JussitNOM want-3SG+PAST get-INF good-acc friend- ACC 
‘Jussi wanted to get a good friend.’ 
d. *On hauska saa-da hyvd-n ystävä-n. 
be+3sG fun get-INF good-Acc friend-acc 
‘It is nice to get a good friend,’ 


(71) a. Minu-lla on lupalaikomus teh-dd se. 
1SG-ADES be+38G permission/intention do-INF itt+NOM 
‘I have permission/the intention/the habit to do it. (Ikola 1971: 185) 
b. *Minu-lla on lupalaikomus teh-dä se-n. 
1SG-ADES be+3sG permission/intention do-INF it-ACC 
‘I have permission/the intention/the habit to do it. 


If the infinitive is the attribute of an object or other non-subject participant of 
a finite verb, then the object of the infinitive is usually in the nominative case, 
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regardless of whether the infinitive has an overt genitive subject or not. (Note 
that infinitives have a genitive subject because they are non-finite verbs [see 
§2.2.1 and §2.2.4] and so the nominative case remains free to be assigned to the 
object.) This type of infinitive is not governed by the main clause (as is the 
infinitive in (69a-c)) and acts like an independent clause for case marking, as 
seen in (72) and (73). 


(72) Ole-mme mainin-neet Snellmani-n _ yritykse-n 
be-1PL mention-PAST+PARTIC+PL Snellman-GEN attempt-ACC 
saa-da kysymys ratkaistu-ksi. 


get-INF question+NoOM resolved-TRAN 
“We have mentioned Snellman’s attempt to get the question resolved.’ 
(Ikola 1971: 185) 


(73) Hallitus harkits-i mahdollisuut-ta otta-a 
government ponder-3sG+PAST possibility-PART take-INF 
kotimainen laina. 


homeland+NoM loan+NoM 
“The government considered the possibility of taking out a domes- 
tic loan? (Ikola 1971: 182)” 


3.1.3 The object of the impersonal construction 

The so-called passive of Finnish is an impersonal verb form whose purpose is 
primarily to leave out mention of any agent, and, thus, it permits no overt A or 
S in the clause. As there is no overt nominative subject, the NP object of imper- 
sonal verb forms shows up in the nominative case, as in: 


(74) a. Kirja pan-tiin poyda-lle. 
book+NoM put-PAST+PASS table-ALL 
‘The book was put on the table.’ 
b. *Kirja-n — pan-tiin pöydä-lle. 
book-Acc put-PAST+PASS table-ALL 
‘The book was put on the table.’ 


Nevertheless, the single NP argument of the impersonal verb is an object, not 
a subject, as shown by several of its properties. First, it does not trigger agree- 
ment in the verb. That is, (75b) with agreement is ungrammatical in this 
sense—(75a) shows the grammatical version: 
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(75) a.  Kirja-t on jate-tty pöydä-lle. 
book-NOM+PL be+3SG leave-PPP table-ALL 
‘The books have been left on the table.’ 
b. *Kirja-t o-vat jdte-ty-t poydac-lle. 
book-NOM+PL be-3PL leave-PPP-PL table-ALL 
‘The books have been left on the table.’ 


Sentence (75b) is grammatical in another sense, not as an impersonal verb form, 
but where jdte-ty-t is taken as a stative adjective, meaning ‘the books are left on 
the table’ (that is, are in the state of having been left, i.e. literally they are 
‘left/abandoned books’ .) This is seen more clearly in (76a), with stative adjec- 
tive passive form, where the result of the activity as a permanent property of the 
affected entity is easier to perceive, contrasted with (76b) in the regular imper- 
sonal construction: 


(76) a. Ove-t o-vat maala-tu-t. 
door-pl+NomM be-3PL paint-PAST+PASS+PARTIC-PL+NOM 
‘The doors are painted.’ 
b. Ove-t on maala-ttu. 
door-pl+NOoM be+3sG paint-PAST+PASS+PARTIC 
“The doors have been painted.’ 


Second, negative impersonals require the partitive case, as do other objects of 
negative verbs, and do not permit the nominative case to appear, though nom- 
inative subjects are perfectly acceptable with non-impersonal negative verbs; 
this is seen in the following three related sentences: 


(77) a. Kirjo-j-a ei ole pan-tu pöydä-lle. 
book-PL-PART NEG+3SG be put-ppP table-ALL 
‘The books have not been put on the table. 


b. *Kirja-t ei(-vät) ole 
book-PL-PART NEG+3SG(-3PL) be 
pan-tulpan-tu-jalpan-nu-t pöydä-lle. 


put-PPP/put-PPP-PL+PART/put-PPP-PL table-ALL 
‘The books have not been put on the table.’ 

c. Kirja-t ei-vät ole pöydä-lla. 
book-NOM+PL NEG-3PL be table-ADES 
‘The books are not on the table.’ 


284 KRISTINA SANDS AND LYLE CAMPBELL 


Third, the object nature of the argument of the impersonals is most clearly seen 
with pronouns which take the accusative case, the case otherwise reserved for 
objects (recall Table 1). This is seen in (78a); sentence (78b), with nominative 
case and verb agreement, is ungrammatical in this sense: 


(78) a. Heidd-t on tape-ttu. 
3PL-ACC be+3SG kill-PPP 
“They have been killed.’ 
b. *He o-vat tape-ttu/tape-tu-t. 
3PL+NOM be-3PL kill-PppP/kill-PPP-PL 
“They have been killed.’ 


(See also Ikola 1971: 60, who says that ‘in Finnish it is not a subject which 
joins the passive but rather an object.’’) So, again, it appears that there is noth- 
ing particularly non-canonical about the complements of the impersonals 
treated in this section. Nouns take nominative or partitive case and pronouns 
take accusative or partitive case, just as in other instances where no other NP 
needs to be distinguished in A, S, or O role within the clause. 


3.2 Objects of negative verbs 


As already mentioned in other sections of this paper, the object of a negative 
clause is in the partitive case, not accusative, as seen in the contrast between 
(79a) and (79b): 


(79) a. E-n syö-nyt omena-a. 
NEG-1SG eat-PAST apple-PART 
‘I did not eat the apple.’ 
b.  Sö-i-n omena-n. 
eat-PAST-1SG apple-ACC 
‘I ate the apple.’ 


These partitive objects reflect the lower transitivity of negative clauses in gen- 
eral (cf. Hopper and Thompson 1980; Laury 1982: 61) and are not considered 
non-canonical in Finnish; therefore they are not examined further in this paper. 


3.3 NP complements of antaa ‘to allow’, sallia ‘to permit’, etc. 


Constructions with antaa ‘to allow’, sallia ‘to permit’, suoda ‘to permit’ and 
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käskeä ‘to command’, require an infinitive complement clause in which the 
subject is in the genitive case and also plays the role of the object of the main 
(finite) verb. This is similar in function to the ‘subject-to-object’ raising rule, 
as in English ‘for him to go’, except that the Finnish NP in genitive case bears 
no formal morphological marking indicative of its object status—the genitive 
case marks the subjects of the infinitive verb forms in these examples, but, since 
genitive case signals the subject of non-finite verb forms in general in Finnish, 
this construction is not really non-canonical. (Some traditional grammarians, 
with considerable reason, consider the whole infinitive/infinitival clause— 
including its genitive subject—to be the object of these sentences; cf. Penttilä 
1963: 640. One reason for this is that the object of the infinitive, as has been 
seen in §3.1.2, takes its case marking directly from the main clause.) Examples 
follow: 


(80) a. Anna-n poja-n _ kirjoitta-a. 

let-1SG boy-GEN write-INF 
‘I allow the boy to write.’/‘I let the boy write.’ (Sulkala and Karjala- 
inen 1992: 37) 

b.  Anno-i-n häne-n lähte-ä koti-in. 
let-PAST-1SG 3SG-GEN leave-INF home-ILL 
‘I let him go home.’ 

c. *Anno-i-n häne-t lähte-ä koti-in. 
let-PAST-1SG 3SG-ACC leave-INF home-ILL 
‘I let him go home.’ 


(81) a. Kéisk-i-n poik-i-en leikki-ä piha-lla. 
command-PAST-1SG boy-PL-GEN play-INF yard-ADES 
‘T told the boys to play in the yard.’ 
b. *Kédisk-i-n poja-t leikki-ä piha-lla. 
command-PAST-1SG boy-PL+ACC play-INF yard-ADES 
‘T told the boys to play in the yard.’ 


(82) Suo-kaa minu-n nyt tä-llä kerta-a ol-la 
grant-2PL+IMP 1SG-GEN now this-ADES time-PART be-INF 
antelias. 
generous+NOM 


“Let me now be generous this time.’ (Penttilä 1963: 641) 


In (80a), poja-n (boy-GEN) functions as both the subject of kirjoittaa ‘to write’ 
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and as the underlying object of antaa ‘to allow’. However, syntactically this 
argument plays the role of subject of the infinitive; (80c) shows that the accusa- 
tive (object) case (hdine-t (3SG-ACC)) in such sentences is ungrammatical. (See 
Sands 2000: §6.4.1.D for additional arguments.) 

The genitive argument in this construction is therefore the canonical non- 
finite subject of the infinitive. 


3.4 ‘Locative’ object constructions 


Finnish has a number of verbs where the semantics and the morphosyntax do 
not seem to agree with respect to whether their complements should be treated 
as direct objects or not. These have in common that while they do not take ob- 
jects in canonical object cases (accusative, nominative or partitive), their com- 
plement NPs in non-canonical (basically ‘locative’) cases do experience the 
direct effect of the verb as direct objects do. These are treated by some Finnish 
grammarians as direct objects which take unusual cases, though others equivo- 
cate over them (cf. Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 175). We just mention these, 
but do not treat them in detail, because similar sorts of examples are found in 
many languages, often presenting only minor challenges of analysis. Some 
examples of these are: 


[1] ‘To believe’, ‘trust’, etc. Verbs meaning ‘to believe’ and ‘to trust’ take 
‘objects’ (complements) in the illative (‘into’) case, as in: 


(83) a. Hän usko-o sii-hen. 
3SG+NOM believe-3SG it-ILL 
‘He/she believes it.’ 


b. Mind luota-n — sinu-un. 
1SG+NOM trust-1 SG you-ILL 
‘I trust you.’ 


c. Kekkose-en luote-ttiin. 
Kekkonen-ILL trust-PAST+PASS 
‘Kekkonen was trusted.’ (Maling 1993: 55) 


[2] ‘To begin something’: Some verbs of ‘beginning’ take a complement in the 
illative case: 
(84) a. Ryhdy-i-n ty6-hon. 

start-PAST-1SG work-ILL 

‘I started the work.’ (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 175) 
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b. Hän rupes-i ammatti-in. 
3SG+NOM begin-3SG+PAST profession-ILL 
‘He/she took up a trade.’ 


Where such constructions become more relevant concerning non-canonical 
objects—and where their treatment becomes trickier—is where some verbs 
present the additional problem of permitting options with either the canonical 
case marking of the object, or the ‘locative’ object marking, as, for example, in: 


(85) a. Ei saa koske-a — esine-i-td. 
NEG+38G get touch-INF object-PL-PART 
“You can’t touch the objects.’/‘One is not permitted to touch the 
objects.’ 
b. Ei saa koske-a_  esine-i-siin. 
NEG+3SG get touch-INF object-PL-ILL 
“You can’t touch the objects.’/‘One is not permitted to touch the 
objects.’ 


(86) a. Koputa sind ove-a. 

knock+IMP 2SG+NOM door-PART 
‘Knock on the door!’ 

b. Koputa sind ove-en. 
knock+IMP 2SG+NOM door-ILL 
‘Knock on the door!’ 

c. Koputa sind ove-lle. 
knock+IMP 2SG+NOM door-ALL 
‘Knock on the door!’ (Hakulinen and Karlsson 1979: 176) 


While the non-canonical locative NPs have some properties of direct objects, 
it is probably best to consider them just oblique NPs (non-core arguments) 
which certain verbs happen to prefer, similar to English /ook at (intransitive, 
with oblique NP) vs. see (transitive, with direct object NP). 


4. Implications of Finnish non-canonical marking of A, S and O 


Onishi, (Introduction to this volume) refers to five ‘‘semantico-syntactic” 
classes of predicates which may take non-canonical S/A marking in different 
languages. In this section we discuss only those verbs and constructions in 
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Finnish which correspond to Onishi’s classes and which display some unusual 
behavior. 


4.1 Class I: one- or two-place verbs with affected S/A 


4.1.1 Predicates of physiological states/events 

Predicates which indicate a physiological state (e.g. olla kylmd/ndilka/kuuma/ 
kiire/sddli ‘to be cold/hungry/hot/in a hurry/to pity’ )in Finnish often appear with 
a genitive or adessive argument for the person who experiences the state. The 
verb shows no agreement with this argument and is in the third person singular: 


(87) a. Minu-n on kylmä. 
1SG-GEN be+3sG cold+NOM 
‘Tam cold.’ (literally ‘For me is cold.’ or ‘Mine is cold.) 
b. Minu-lla on kylmä. 
1SG-ADES be+3SG cold+NOM 
‘Tam cold.’ (literally ‘At me/on me is cold.’) 


Contrast this with the more direct construction in (87c) which has a nominative 
argument and verb agreement, but a different meaning: 


(87) c. Mind ole-n kylmä. 
1SG+NOM be+1sG cold+NOM 
‘Tam cold.’ (‘I am cold, frigid’, ‘I am a cold person.) 


The genitive/adessive argument is better seen as a dative/possessive-adverbial 
than as a non-canonical subject. Thus, this construction is to be associated with 
that of §2.2.3.; compare (87a) with (47), repeated here as (87c), and with (87d), 
where the parallelism is seen more directly: 


(87) c. Minu-n on hyvä ol-la koto-na. (=47) 
1SG-GEN be+38G good be-INF home-Ess 
‘It’s good for me to be home.’ 
d. Minu-n on kylmä kävel-lä ulkona. 
1SG-GEN be+3sG cold be-INF home-Ess 
‘It’s cold for me to walk outside,’ ‘I’m cold walking outside.’ 


One reason for analysing this genitive argument as a dative/possessive- 
adverbial is that it cannot form an ellipsis pivot with the subject of a 
co-ordinated clause, as seen in (88): 
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(88) *Peka-n ol-i kylmä ja haki 
Pekka-GEN be-3SG+PAST cold+NoM and fetch-3SG+PAST 
huova-n. 


blanket-acc 
‘Pekka was cold and fetched a blanket.’ 


A few other verbs of physiological states appear with a partitive object and with 
no overtly stated subject: the Causatives of Feeling, introduced in §1 (above) 
(e.g. palella ‘to be chilly’, nälättää ‘to be hungry’, nukuttaa ‘to be sleepy’). 
Even fewer of these have an alternative form with a canonical nominative sub- 
ject. The nominative subject is used in general or habitual circumstances, 
whereas the partitive argument implies an experiencer, as seen in the contrast 
between (89a) and (89b): 


(89) a. Minu-a _ palele-e. 
1SG-PART be.cold-3sG 
‘I feel chilly.’/‘T’m freezing.’ (Lit.: ‘It/something is chilling/ 
freezing me.) 
b. Mind palele-n aamuisin. 
1SG+NOM be.cold-1SG morning 
‘I am cold in the mornings.’ 


4.1.2 Predicates of inner feelings/psychological experiences 

Many predicates of psychological experience (e.g. pelottaa ‘to fear’, 
hämmästyttää ‘to be surprised’, inhottaa ‘to be disgusted’ ) belong to the class 
of the Causatives of Feeling described in §1 (above) which have the experiencer 
as object in the partitive case and an optional subject in the nominative (that is, 
the subject can be a Missing Person subject and thus not appear on the surface 
or an overt subject can appear in the clause). These verbs are canonical, as ex- 
plained in §1, but they do have unusual, non-neutral word order, since the parti- 
tive object (= experiencer) is more typically clause initial rather than the true 
subject. 


4.2 Class II: two-place verbs with less agentive A (or S) and less affected O (or 
E|xtension to core]) 


For a large number of verbs in Finnish which have a less affected O, the object 
is obligatorily in the partitive case, and the accusative or nominative case is not 
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used for these objects. This is common with verbs of emotion (such as rakastaa 
‘to love’, vihata ‘to hate’, peldtd ‘to fear’, katua ‘to regret’), as well as with 
many other verbs which are inherently atelic, having no endpoint (e.g. jatkaa 
‘to continue’, seurata ‘to follow’, katsoa ‘to watch’), or which have little affect 
on the object (ajatella ‘to think [about]’, toivoa ‘to hope [for]’). This follows 
from the general fact that the primary case in Finnish for less affected O, or for 
reduced transitivity, is the partitive. 


(90) a. Rakasta-n hdn-ta. 
love-1SG 3SG-PART 
‘I love him/her.’ 
b. *Rakasta-n häne-t. 
love-1SG 3SG-ACC 
‘I love him/her.” 


4.2.1 Verbs of perception 
Much is written in Finnish grammars about ‘verbs of perceptions, sensation, 
and emotion’. A summary of these and the constructions that they take follows. 


[1] With elative case: 

A participant whose opinion, reaction, or feeling concerning the event is re- 
ported in the sentence is put into the elative case (-sta/-stä ‘from the interior’). 
The nominal in the elative case is not an argument of the verb but is rather an 
adjunct that may be added to any clause which expresses a fact: 


(91) Minu-sta kuva on vino-ssa. 
1SG-ELA picture be+3sG askew-INES 
‘To me/for me/according to me/in my opinion, the picture is crooked.’ 
(Penttilä 1963: 397) 


(92) Oma-sta miele-stä-ni ole-n valmis. 
own-ELA mind-ELA-1SG+POss be-1sG ready 
‘In my own opinion, I’m ready.’ 


[2] With ablative/allative case: 

The complement of a verb which expresses an opinion about sense-experience 
(e.g. näyttää ‘to seem’, maistaa ‘to taste of’, haista ‘to smell of’, kuulua ‘to 
sound like’) is usually put into the ablative case (-/ta/-ltd ‘from the exterior’), 
but sometimes into the allative case (-lle ‘to the exterior’) with no apparent 
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change in meaning. This argument is a locative argument (an Extension to the 
core) as discussed in 3.4. 


(93) Puku näyttä-ä  hyvä-ltä. 
suit+NOM appear-3SG good-ABL 
‘The suit looks good.’ (Penttilä 1963: 427) 


(94) Omena-t maistu-vat happam-i-Ita. 
apple-NOM+PL taste-3PL sour-PL-ABL 
‘The apples taste sour.’ (Penttilä 1963: 427) 


(95) Kdde-t haise-vat terva-lta. 
hand-NOM+PL smell-3PL tar-ABL 
“The hands smell like/of tar. (Penttilä 1963: 427) 


(96) Laulu kuulu-i kaunii-lta. 
song+NoOM be.heard-3SG+PAsT beautiful-A BL 
‘The song sounded beautiful.’ (Penttilä 1963: 427) 


(97) Ruoka maistu-u hyvd-lle. 
food+NoM taste-3SG good-ALL 
‘The food tastes good.’ (Penttilä 1963: 433) 


(98) Mies vaikutta-a luotettava-lle. 
man+Nom influence-3sG trustworthy-ALL 
‘The man seems trustworthy.’ (Penttilä 1963: 433) 


Where the person (or animal) whose opinion is expressed is overtly present in 
the clause, this nominal appears with the elative case, as in [1] (above), illus- 
trated in (99): 


(99) Minu-sta ruoka maistu-u_ hyvd-ltd. 
1SG-ELA food+NoM taste-38G good-ABL 
‘The food tastes good to me.’ 


4.2.2 Verbs of liking 

For the most part, verbs of this class take regular canonical marking, with the 
exceptions of pitää and tykätä , both ‘to like’. These two Finnish verbs meaning 
‘to like’ take normal nominative subjects, but the ‘‘object’’ (or complement) 
is in the elative case, -sta/-std (meaning ‘from [inside]’, ‘about’, and is thus 
a locative argument as discussed in §3.4. These are pitää, native in origin 
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(meaning ‘to keep, to hold’ where it occurs with an accusative object), and 
tykätä, a loan from Swedish tycka ‘to like’ (not as formal in style as pitää): 


(100) Hän pit-i ihmis-i-stä ja myös häne-stä 
3SG+NOM like-3SG+PAST human-PL-ELA and also 3SG-ELA 
pide-ttiin. 


like-PAST+PASS 
‘She liked people and she was also liked.’ (Sulkala and Karjala- 
inen 1992: 111-12) 


(101) Poika tykkä-ä hevose-sta. 
boy+NomM like-3sG horse-ELA 
‘The boy likes the horse.’ 


A canonical accusative object is not possible with these verbs in the sense of ‘to 
like’, as the ungrammaticality of (102) shows: 


(102) * Poika tykkä-ä hevose-n 
boy+NomM like-3sG horse- Acc 
‘The boy likes the horse.’ 


4.3 Class III: Two-place secondary verbs with modal meanings 


The verbs expressing necessity/obligation have been presented in §2.2.1 where 
it was argued that these verbs can be analyzed as taking an infinitive comple- 
ment which has a canonical genitive argument as subject. 


4.4 Class V: Verbs of possession, existence, and lacking 


In possessive constructions in Finnish the possessor is in the adessive case 
(-llal-llä ‘on’) and appears with a form of the verb olla ‘to be’ which does not 
agree with the possessor. The possessed NP (most neutrally found post-ver- 
bally) is in the nominative or partitive case if it is a nominal, but is in the accu- 
sative case if it is a pronoun; it is usually in the partitive case if the clause is 
negated. This argument does not trigger verb agreement. Some examples are: 


(103) Juka-lla ol-i avaime-t. 
Jukka-A DES be-3SG+PAST key-NOM+PL 
‘Jukka had the keys.’ 
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(104) Minu-lla on sinu-t. 
1SG-ADES be+3SG 2SG-ACC 
‘I have you.’ 


(105) a. Si-llé ei ole luu-ta. 
it-ADES NEG+3SG be bone-PART 
‘It [= the dog] doesn’t have a bone.’ 
b. Si-lla ei ole luu. 
it-ADES NEG+3SG be bone+NoM 
‘It doesn’t have a bone (but it does have something else).’ 
(Toivainen 1993: 122) 


In sentences like (105b), in spite of the negation (which normally requires parti- 
tive objects), the nominative case can appear where the implication is not the 
negation of the having of the bone, but rather focuses on what it really does 
have (that is, as in se ei ole luu ‘it’s not a bone [but something else like that]’) 
(Toivainen 1993: 122). 

Traditionally this clause type is described as having typically a post-verbal 
nominative/partitive ‘subject’ (i.e. avaimet ‘keys’ in (103)), though alterna- 
tively one might wish to view it as having a non-canonical adessive subject 
argument (Juka-ADES in (103)) (for discussion, see Vilkuna 1996). In fact, 
neither statement is entirely accurate and the clause type is perhaps better seen 
as having no clear subject. This clause type is a subtype of the Existential 
clauses discussed in §2.1. 

There is another construction of temporary possession ‘X has Y with him/her 
[for the moment]’. This has a nominative argument, often pre-verbal, which 
triggers verb agreement, and the possessor is expressed post-verbally in the 
adessive case: 


(106) a. Avaime-t ol-i-vat Juka-lla. 
key-NOM+PL be-PAST-3PL Jukka-ADES 
‘Jukka had the keys.’/“The keys were on Jukka/in his possession.’ 
(Maling 1993: 52) 


Where a pronoun is possessed, this may follow the verb and still trigger verb 


agreement, as in (106b) (contrast (104)): 


(106) b. Minu-lla ole-t sinä. 
1SG-ADES be-2SG 2SG+NOM 
‘I have you.’ (Toivainen 1993: 121)°° 
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4.5 Fluid Systems 


Several verbs in Finnish may participate in two or more different case frames 
with different meaning (where one of the frames may be more canonical). One 
example of this is the verb olla ‘to be’ which is used, as well as with a nomina- 
tive S as the copula for a predicate nominal, with an adessive possessor in a 
Possessive construction as seen in §4.4. A similar example is tulla ‘to come’, 
which may be used as an intransitive verb with nominative subject (meaning ‘to 
come’), but also with an elative pre-verbal nominal and a post-verbal nomina- 
tive/partitive nominal it means ‘to become’. This is a subtype of the Existential 
clauses, illustrated in (107) and (108) (notice the raising of hdine-std with the 
verb näyttä-ä): 


(107) Tytö-stä tule-e opettaja. 
girl-ELA come-3SG teacher+NOM 
‘The girl will become a teacher.’ 


(108) Häne-stä näyttä-ä tule-van hyvä laulajatar. 
she-ELA show-3SG come-PARTIC good+NOM singer+NOM 
‘It appears that she will become a good singer.’/‘She appears to be 
becoming a good singer.’ 


The verb pitää has two different case frames. The first is as a transitive verb 
with canonical A and O to mean ‘to hold’. The second is as illustrated in §4.2.2 
with an elative complement instead of O to mean ‘to like’ (literally ‘to hold 
from X’). Uskoa is another example, with several possibilities (cf. (102a)), 
though in this instance the different case frames are essentially canonical, each 
with its own particular meaning: 


(109) a. Usko-n hdine-en. 
believe-1SG 3SG-ILL 
‘I believe him/her.’/‘T believe in him/her.’ 
b. Usko-n hän-tä. 
believe-1SG 3SG-PART 
‘I believe him/her.’ (‘I believe what he/she said.) 
c. Usko-n se-n. 
believe-1 SG it-ACC 
‘I believe it? (a thing, story, abstract entity) 
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d. Usko-n se-n__ hdine-lle. 
believe-1SG it-ACC 3SG-ALL 
‘I entrust it to him/her.’”’ 


Some other examples where the difference between a canonical object and a 
locative complement have very little, if any, semantic difference were presented 
in §3.4. 


4.6 Control 


Onishi (Introduction to this volume) speaks of the idea that control is usually 
the main semantic factor distinguishing constructions with a canonical S/A and 
a non-canonical S/A: non-canonically marked versions describe events which 
take place spontaneously or are less controlled. It also refers to volitionality as 
a related and similar parameter (note that both are typically associated with 
agentivity cross-linguistically). This appears to be true in Finnish at least of the 
instances of Necessive verbs and constructions with the complement NP in the 
nominative case (which do not have control or act volitionally) as opposed to 
those with the expected genitive case (see §2.2.1 above). 


4.7 Stativity 


It has been claimed that where there is a contrast, canonical marking often indi- 
cates an active meaning and non-canonical marking a stative meaning (cf. 
Onishi, Introduction to this volume). In Finnish, this was seen to hold true in 
the case with the partitive subjects, which are highly reduced in transitivity and 
which are stative-like in that they usually (though not always) involve some 
general sense of ‘existence (in a location)’ (see §2.1 above). 

More interesting in this regard is the historical origin of the partitive case for 
objects in Finnish, which developed from what originally was the ablative case; 
that is, it was a non-core argument of the verb and thus by definition less transi- 
tive than clauses with canonical accusative objects. The partitive case is an 
innovation in Balto-Finnic (and its close relatives) from the ablative case. For 
example, in Mordvin there is a very small set of verbs (mostly ‘to eat’ and ‘to 
drink’) which employ the ablative case with direct objects. This reveals the 
beginnings of the partitive in the Volga-Finnic period from the ablative to 
express partially affected objects. In Mordvin the ablative was used as a ‘re- 
stricting’ object case, e.g. ‘to eat of/from the bread’ came to mean ‘to eat some 
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(of the) bread’, from which the grammatical function of the partitive case devel- 
oped, used only with certain irresultative verbs, e.g. ‘to seek’, ‘to ask for’, ‘to 
follow’, ‘to hope for’, ‘to long for’, etc. (Campbell 1990: 66). In short, an abla- 
tive oblique (non-core argument) became the marker for partially affected ob- 
jects (an origin which reflects reduced transitivity). In the modern language, 
however, the partitive case is quite canonical for objects, and in fact as seen in 
§1, in terms of sheer frequency of occurrence, more objects in examples which 
occur in texts are in the partitive case than in the accusative. 


4.8 Modality (irrealis) 


Non-canonical constructions often express potential and other irrealis moods 
(cf. Onishi, Introduction to this volume). In Finnish the contrast between accusa- 
tive and partitive objects, as is well-known, imparts an aspectual difference to 
the sentences, where the partitive sentences are incompletive and imperfective 
in effect, and thus irrealis in the way it combines with certain tenses, as seen in: 


(110) Pekka Syö omena-n. 
Pekka+NOM eat+3sG apple-Acc 
‘Pekka will eat the apple.’ (future, telic) 


(111) Pekka Syö omena-a. 
Pekka+NOM eat+3sG apple-PART 
‘Pekka is eating the/an apple.’ (progressive, atelic) 


(112) Pekka sö-i omena-n. 
Pekka+NOM eat-3SG+PAST apple-ACC 
‘Pekka ate the apple.’ (perfective, telic) 


(113) Pekka sö-i omena-a. 
Pekka+NOM eat-3SG+PAST apple-PART 
‘Pekka was eating the/an apple.’ (imperfective, atelic) 


Note, however, that these partitive objects are in Finnish quite canonical; the 
partitive is the case for reduced transitivity in general. 


5. Conclusions 


While Finnish has many constructions which superficially seem similar to non- 
canonically marked subjects and objects of other languages, as argued here, on 
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closer inspection most of these do not appear to be non-canonical at all, but 
rather involve the rich derivational verbal morphology of Finnish and, in some 
cases, reflect the typical preposing of topics, especially non-subject topics when 
no overt subject is present in the clause. In particular, most of the constructions 
with genitive subjects are straightforward instances involving non-finite verb 
forms, and the genitive case is the canonical marker of subjects of non-finite 
forms in Finnish. Of special interest, however, is the ‘Necessive’ construction, 
which under one analysis has a genitive subject, where it would be non-canoni- 
cal, though under a different analysis, the genitive would not be subject of the 
finite necessive verb, but rather of its non-finite complement and thus would be 
canonical in Finnish grammar. Similarly, the instances which have nominative 
objects are straightforward reflections of the fact that essentially Finnish em- 
ploys the accusative case for objects only when within a clause an O-role NP 
needs to be distinguished from an A-role NP. Also of particular interest are the 
partitive subjects. Under the most straightforward analysis, these do involve 
non-canonical subjects; however, as the marker of low transitivity, with severe 
constraints on where they can appear, they do not seem unusual within the spirit 
of Finnish grammar. It is also clear from some of the examples that are sur- 
veyed here that in some cases ‘the grammar leaks’ (i.e. native speakers are not 
certain of what is or is not grammatical in these instances), and also that gram- 
marians disagree concerning the analysis, some not disturbed by the need some- 
times to recognize non-canonical marking, and others disposed to insist on 
highly counter-intuitive analyses in order to avoid any need to recognize any- 
thing non-canonical. The distribution of subject and object marking which has 
been dealt with in this paper is summarized in Table 2. 

If there is a major message in our conclusions, it would include: (1) that in 
spite of what superficially seems to be a lot of non-canonical subject and object 
marking in Finnish, under closer scrutiny there is in fact extremely little; and 
(2) if so much of the seeming non-canonical marking of Finnish turns out to be 
canonical, perhaps caution is called for in the investigation of non-canonical 
marking in other languages. Indeed, in our reading of the literature on other 
languages, it would appear that at times minor exceptions and very marginal, 
frozen and non-productive patterns which exhibit some non-canonical marking 
(with its own peculiar, but usually straightforward historical explanations) are 
not always adequately distinguished from the main productive grammatical 
patterns of the language. In some of these instances, what is at stake might 
better be considered lexical properties of particular verbs (something for dictio- 
naries), not really significant to the grammar. Thus, with the Finnish case as 


298 KRISTINA SANDS AND LYLE CAMPBELL 


background, we would urge caution in the treatment of non-canonical marking 
in other languages. 


Notes 


1. We would like to thank Auli Hakulinen, Marja-Liisa Helasvuo, Aili Jantunen, Lea Laitinen, Krista 
Sands, Seija Tiisala, and Maria Vilkuna for much useful information about Finnish (though we do not 
intent to imply that they all necessarily agree with what we say here). We also thank R. M. W. Dixon 
and Alexandra Aikhenvald for helpful comments on an earlier version of this paper. Naturally, none 
of these individuals is responsible for any misuse we may have made of their recommendations and 
information. Thanks also to the Research Centre for Linguistic Typology (Australian National Univer- 
sity) for the fellowship which afforded Lyle Campbell the time and opportunity to work on this paper. 
Kristina Sands worked on it concurrently with her PhD thesis (Sands 2000), which this paper draws 
from. Abbreviations used in this paper are: ABES=abessive; ABL=ablative; ACC=accusative; 
ADES=adessive; ALL=allative; CAUS=causative; ELA=elative; EMPH=emphasis; ESS=essive; 
GEN=genitive; ILL=illative; Imp=imperative; INES=inessive; INF=infinitive; NEG=negative; 
NOM=nominative; PART=partitive; PARTIC=participle; PASS=passive—actually an impersonal 
construction; PAST =past; PL =plural; ppP=past passive participle; QUEST =question; REFL =reflexive; 
TRAN =translative case. 

2. The Finnish grammatical tradition is extremely rich and we rely heavily upon it. However, we do not 
accept all its dictates and rather rely also on evidence outside of the handbooks. In particular, with 
respect to constructions potentially analyzable as having non-canonical subjects and objects, tradi- 
tional Finnish grammarians (as well as modern Finnish linguists) are not always in agreement about 
what the subject or object of such sentences really is. For example, in some treatments ‘‘subjects”’ 
can bear not only in nominative case, but in certain constructions also the partitive, genitive, adessive, 
and other cases, while at the other extreme Helasvuo (1997a: 115) argues that ‘‘only those NPs should 
be considered as subjects in Finnish which are in the nominative and trigger agreement.” In such 
disputed instances, we depend on standard linguistic criteria and argumentation. 

3. We note that Vainikka (1989, 1993) and some others (also discussed in Helasvuo 1997b: 215) argue 
for combining the accusative singular suffix -n with the genitive suffix -n as a single case: the geni- 
tive. Here, however, we keep to the traditional approach which distinguishes these two. The nomina- 
tive plural and accusative plural, each with suffix -t, present another problem of analysis. Is there a 
single case, or are there two different cases? Both analyses are adopted by different linguists in the 
literature; Sands (2000: App. I, §2.1) prefers to see it simply as a plural suffix which has no indication 
of case. Campbell, on the other hand, prefers to maintain the traditional distinctions, nominative plural 
-t, accusative plural -t, (also accusative singular -n, and genitive singular -n), noting different behav- 
ioral properties in these despite homophony. We leave this question open, as it does not touch signifi- 
cantly on the questions addressed in this paper. 

Some traditional analyses present both -n and -@ as forms of the accusative singular (cf. Laury 
1982: 47-9, Helasvuo 1997a); however, in other traditional treatments and in modern descriptions 
the so-called “accusative” suffix -Ø is considered an example of the nominative case (cf. Timberlake 
1975, Maling 1993, Toivainen 1993), thus leaving the accusative singular suffix as -n. This is the 
analysis that we adopt here; the reasons for this are explained later in the paper. Note that the -i- in 
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the plural genitive and plural partitive column in Table | is not considered part of the case suffix, but 
is itself the marker of ‘plural’. 

. The partitive case also marks objects of negatives, of verbs with irresultative sense, and instances 
where the meaning of the noun is the indefinite quantity ‘some’. 

. The personal pronouns more closely approximate a nominative-accusative system, since fully affected 
pronominal objects are all marked with accusative; however, nominals divide the marking of fully 
affected objects between accusative and nominative in different constructions. (The conditions for this 
different case usage are discussed in §3.1). 

. Take for example reflexivization, which is a good test for subject in many languages. In Finnish 
almost any argument or adjunct of a clause may be the precedent for a reflexive pronoun. See for 
example Sulkala and Karjalainen (1992: 135-44). 

. Not all verbs bear clear morphological markers of transitivity or intransitivity, but we interpret all 
Finnish verbs as being inherently either transitive or intransitive in nature. This means that verbs such 
as syödä ‘to eat’, which can appear with or without an overt object, are interpreted in this approach 
as underlyingly transitive, but can appear in essentially an elliptical construction without an overt 
object. There are several verbs (but not many) which belong to this class. Similarly, a few verbs which 
are inherently intransitive can in special narrowly circumscribed circumstances take an object (that 
is, can be extended intransitive), for example, juosta ‘to run’ (as in, for example, juoks-i-n kilometri-n 
[run-PAST-1SG kilometre-Acc] ‘I ran a kilometre’), hän kuol-i kaukea-n kuolema-n [38SG+NOM 
die-PAsT horrible-Acc death-Acc] ‘he/she died a horrible death’. 

. Inmany of the examples in this paper, the following two verbal suffixes which have an impact on the 
transitivity of the clause will be encountered (for these and others see Ikola 1971: 103-11, Penttilä 
1963: 308-23): 

[1] -tta-/-ttä- (sometimes -ta/-tä and -a/-d) traditionally called ‘causative’ (abbreviated CAUS), mean- 
ing that “someone or something is being made to perform the action indicated by the root” (Holman 
1984: 53-4). Some examples are: 


istu-ttaa ‘to seat’/cf. istu-a ‘sit’ 

syö-ttää ‘to feed’/cf. syö-dä ‘eat’ 

tee-ttää ‘to have done, get made’/cf. teh-dé ‘make’ 
selvi-ttää ‘to explain’/cf. selvid-d ‘become clear’ 

väsy-ttää ‘to tire, cause to tire’/cf. véisy-d ‘tire, become tired’ 


[2] -u-/-y-, -tu-/-ty-, -utu-/-yty-, and -ntu-/-nty- traditionally called ‘reflexive’ (abbreviated REFL), 
meaning “‘that the process denoted by the verb is either directed towards or done for its source, i.e. 
the subject” (Holman 1984: 54). Some examples are: 


kaat-u-a ‘to fall’/cf. kaat-a-a ‘to overturn, to upset, to knock down’ 
löyt-y-ä ‘to be found’/cf. löyt-ä-ä ‘to find’ 
sairas-tu-a ‘to become ill’/cf. sairas ‘ill’ 


kirjoitta-utu-a ‘to enrol (literally, ‘to write oneself into’/cf. kirjoitta-a ‘to write’ 

kieltd-yty-G ‘to decline, to refuse, refrain from’/cf. kieltd-d ‘to forbid, deny, prohibit’ 

kokoo-ntu-a_ ‘to gather, come together, assemble, meet’/cf. koo-ta/kokoa- ‘to gather, amass, assem- 
ble’ (cf. koko ‘whole, entire’). 

Several other such suffixes exist; for example: -el(e)-/-il(e)- ‘repeated or intensive action’; -ahta-/- 

ähtä- and -aise-/-dise- ‘suddenness, momentariness’, heightened transitivity in the sense of more 

punctual, more telic; -(e)ne- ‘inchoative’, derives intransitive verbs from adjective roots, which sig- 

nify a change of state or intensification of the state signalled by the adjective; etc. 
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9. 


10. 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


In Finnish independent first and second person pronoun subjects are optional and are usually 
omitted. 

Lea Laitinen points out (personal communication, see 1998b) that sentence (3b) has only the reading 
“He/she, was afraid and for that reason he/she, ran home’ in Finnish dialects and that the standard 
language actually seems artificial in this regard, since originally and still in many dialects hän ‘3sG 
pron’ is used mainly in contexts of reported speech (or thought), i.e. coreferential with the subject 
of the first clause, as in dialectal: 


G) Se sano että hän on väsynyt. 
he/she+NOM1 said that he/she+NOM; be+3sG tired 
‘He/she; said that he/she, was tired’ (literally: ‘he/she said, “T m tired” >) (Laitinen 1997: 117) 


The ‘existential’ sentences are not limited to subjects in partitive case, but also can take nominative 
subjects, however we treat only those with partitive subjects in this paper, since existentials with 
nominative subjects have not been thought to be non-canonical. For discussion and defining condi- 
tions for ‘existential’ sentences, see Hakanen (1997) and Helasvuo (1996b). 

While Hakulinen and Karlsson report this sentence as ungrammatical, Seija Tiisala (personal 
communication) points out that in a proper context its equivalent is perfectly acceptable, as in: 


(i) Ministere-i-tä on sosiallidemokraattis-i-a ja kommunistis-i-a, mutta 
Misinster-PL-PART be+3SG social.democrat-PL-PART and communist-PL-PART but 
autta-vat-ko ne kéyh-i-G? Ei-vät. 


help-3PL-QUEST 3PL+NOM poor-PL-PART NEG-3PL 
‘Ministers are social democrats and communist, but do they help the poor? They don’t.’ 


Lea Laitinen (personal communication) concurs with this judgement, pointing out that this construc- 
tion is used in cases where more than one kind of entity is reported to exist. (Several other examples 
of this are presented in Penttilä 1957: 627-8.) Vilkuna (personal communication) believes that a 
sentence such as this is not a predicate complement, but is a kind of existential, meaning ‘there are 
social democrat and socialist ministers. . .’. Vilkuna points out that a true predicate complement with 
a nominative subject would have tai ‘or’ rather than ja ‘and’ and quotes examples as follows: 

Gi) Joutsen-i-a on must-i-a ja valkois-i-a. 

swan-PL-PART be+3sG black-PL-PART and white-PL-PART 
‘There are black swans and white swans.’ 


(iii) Joutsene-t o-vat must-i-a tai valkois-i-a. 
swan-PL be-3PL black-PL-PART or white-PL-PART 
‘The swans are black or white.’ 


Note that technically there is no nominative counterpart to these sentences; the following sentence 
is ungrammatical under an existential reading: 


(i) Kadu-lla ei ole auto. 
street-ADES NEG+3SG be car+NOM 
‘There’s not a car on the street.’ 
However, under the reading that not a car, but rather something else, is on the street, it is grammatic- 
al. 
While Hakulinen and Karlsson (1979) give sentence (28b) as ungrammatical, Lea Laitinen (personal 
communication) recommends indicating them with a question mark and not an asterisk, since she 
finds that it does not sound so ungrammatical. 
We thank Seija Tiisala for pointing out this example to us. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 
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While several linguists report sentences with both a partitive subject and a direct object as being on 
the increase (cf. Hakanen 1997: 10, Vilkuna 1989: 260), others doubt this (Marja-Liisa Helasvuo 
and Lea Laitinen, personal communication). 

It might be thought that an “‘unaccusative hypothesis” for these might be attractive, in which at one 
level the NP would be treated as an object but at another level as a subject. Certain similarities in 
argument structure might be seen to suggest this, as for example, in the treatment of the partitive NP 
in the following: 


(i) a. Ruusu-j-a kasvo-i puutarha-ssa. 
rose-PL-PART grow-3SG+PAST garden-INES (partitive subject) 
‘Roses grew in the garden.’ 


b. Ruusu-j-a kasva-te-ttiin puutarha-ssa. 
rose-PL-PART grow-CAUS-PAST+PASS garden-INES (partitive object of impersonal) 
“Roses were grown in the garden.’ 


c. Ruusu-j-a kasva-tt-i-vat lapse-t. 
rose-PL-PART grow-CAUS-PAST-3PL child-NoM (partitive object of transitive) 
‘The children grew roses.’/‘Roses were grown by the children.’ (Vilkuna 1989: 161). 


However, there are problems with such an analysis. One difficulty is that these “existential” 
sentences do not depend on any particular verbs or classes of verbs (as unaccusatives typically do), 
but rather are quite general in the language (Vilkuna 1989: 161). Note, also, that the partitive 
subjects do not correlate with the usual features of ‘agentivity’, as seen in the contrast between (ii) 
(non-human, non-volitional partitive subject) and (iii) (human, agentive, volitional partitive subject): 
(ii) Laivo-j-a tul-i illa-lla. 
ship-PL-PART Ccome-3SG+PAST evening-ADES 
‘(Some) ships came at night.’ 
(iii) Sotila-i-ta tul-i illa-lla. 
soldier-PL-PART Come-3SG+PAST evening-ADES 
‘(Some) soldiers came at night.’ (Sulkala and Karjalainen 1992: 211) 


The ‘unaccusativity’ hypothesis for Finnish is also discussed in Laitinen and Vilkuna (1993). 
Thanks go to Seija Tiisala for these examples. She points out further that of the three, the first is 
more acceptable than the other two, and that the last would be more acceptable with . . . ja ne lyovdt 
palloa ‘... and they hit the ball’. The difference is that he (in 35c) is 3PL human independent pro- 
noun, while ne is the 3PL non-human independent pronoun which is commonly applied also to 
humans in less formal usage. Lea Laitinen (personal communication) finds (42a) quite acceptable. 
She notes that (42b) could be acceptable in dialects, since in some dialects, a 3PL verb form without 
an overt subject can be used anaphorically when the subject has been mentioned earlier. She finds 
(42c) grammatical in standard Finnish if translated ‘Some men are running around in the yard and 
they are hitting the ball’ (emphatic). 
Also grammatical is: 
(i) Lehméi-t pitä-ä heidä-n tuo-da koti-in. 
COW-NOM+PL must-3SG 3PL-GEN bring-INF home-ILL 
‘They must bring the cows home.’ 


However, this is not so pragmatically neutral, focusing more on the cows than on the NP with 
genitive case which is under the obligation and which would normally be expected in preverbal 
topic position. 
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20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


We will not attempt to answer here the tricky question of what, if anything, is the subject of the main 
clause. 
Sentence (53b) is taken from Nalle Puh, the translation of Winnie the Pooh (p.109) while (52a) is 
from the periodical Suomen Kuvalehti (1987: 1), from the database of the Department of Finnish, 
University of Helsinki. (See Sands 2000: §6.2.2) 
An exception to this rule is the so-called Missing Person construction in Finnish where an argument, 
usually the subject, is not present overtly and is understood to be indefinite. Missing Person clauses 
take an object in the accusative (or partitive) even where an overt subject is lacking, as in the follow- 
ing: 
(i) Kun astu-u ove-sta sisä-än löytä-ä paika-n helposti. 
when step-3sG door-ELA inside-ILL find-3sG place-Acc easily 
‘When you step through the door inside, youw’ll find the place easily.’ (Ikola 1971: 173) 


Negative imperatives take partitive objects, just as negative clauses in general do, e.g.: 
(i) Ala ota tä-tä! 
NEG+IMP take this-PART 
‘Don’t take this.’ 


However, as Ikola (1971: 181) says, the rules for objects in some instances of this sort present diffi- 
culties even for native speakers of Finnish. In some instances which are structurally identical to (86) 
and (87), the accusative is used (rather than the expected nominative). As Ikola (1971: 185) says, if 
the noun upon which the infinitive depends and the predicate of the sentence belong together and are 
closely united (where generally a single word can be substituted for this whole), then the case of the 
infinitive’ s object is not necessarily determined by the nominative rule. That is, where an alternative 
single transitive verb is available which is semantically equivalent to the verb + noun structure and 
could in principle substitute for it, the nominative object rule can be suspended, as in (i): 
(i) Hän sa-i luva-n rakenta-a möki-n meidän 

3SG+NOM get-3SG+PAST permission-ACC build-INF cabin-ACC 1PL+GEN 

maa-lle-mme. 

land-ALL-1PL+POSS 

‘He received permission to build a cabin on our land.’ (Ikola 1971: 185) 


Here, sai luva-n ‘got permission’ is equivalent, more or less, to sai ‘got to, was allowed’ (. . . sai 
rakentaa moki-n . . . ‘got to build a cabin’), and hence the accusative méki-n ‘cabin’ rather than the 
nominative mökki is required in (i). See also (ii) and (iii): 


Gi) Oli-n aike-i-ssa osta-a talo-n. 
be-PAST-1SG intent-PL-INES buy-INF house-Acc (talo+NOM would be expected) 
‘I had intentions to buy the house.’/‘I intended to buy the house.’ (Ikola 1971: 185) 


In (ii), olla aikeissa ostaa is essentially equivalent to aio-i-n osta-a [intend-PAST-1SG buy-INF] 
‘I intended to buy’, and hence the accusative talo-n rather than nominative talo appears as the object 
(Ikola 1971: 185). 


(iii) +Tieosakkaa-t tek-i-vat päätökse-n — korja-ta _ silla-n. 
road.shareholder-NOM+PL make-PAST-3PL decision-ACCc repair-INF bridge-ACC 
‘Road shareholders made a decision to repair the bridge.’ 


Here, tek-i-vdit päätökse-n ‘made a decision’ is equivalent to pddtt-i-vdt [decide-PAST-3PL] ‘they 
decided) (Penttilä 1963: 597). 
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Of examples like these, Ikola (1971: 185) reports that the application of the rules is often difficult 
because the border between the two alternatives is not rigid, and that usage vacillates so much that 
breaking the rules here is not considered a grave error—that is, this is another instance where the 
grammar leaks. 

25. However, under very limited circumstances where the object actually undergoes a change in state 
the accusative object may be used. Thus compare (109a) with the following: 
(i) Rakast-i-n hiéine-t kuoliaa-ksi. 
love-PAST-1SG 3SG-ACC death-TRAN 
‘I loved him to death.’ 


26. For many native speakers, this sentence is barely acceptable, for example only in a strained contrast 
such as, for example, ‘the others may have taken sweetbreads with them, but I have you’ (Seija 
Tiisala, personal communication). 

27. We thank Lea Laitinen (personal communication) for these examples illustrating uskoa. 
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Non-canonical constructions in Japanese 
MASAYOSHI SHIBATANI 


Kobe University 


1. Introduction 


Japanese is an SOV language whose canonical constructions involving intransi- 
tive and transitive predicates call for the following case frames: 


(1) Intransitive predicates 

a. Ken ga _ kasiko-i. 

Ken NOM smart-PRES 
‘Ken is smart.’ 

b. Kenga kenkoo da. 
Ken Noo healthy cop 
‘Ken is healthy.’ 

c. Ken ga gakusei da. 
Ken NoM student cop 
‘Ken is a student.’ 

d. Kenga ki kara oti-ta. 
Ken NoM tree from fall-PAsT 

‘Ken fell from the tree.’ 

e. Kenga hasit-ta. 
Ken NOM run-PAST 

‘Ken ran.’ 


(2) Transitive predicates 
a. Kenga Aio nagut-ta. 
Ken NOM Ai ACC hit-PAST 
‘Ken hit Ai.’ 
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b. Ken ga hon o yon-da. 
Ken NOM book Acc read-PAST 
‘Ken read the book.’ 

c. Kenga Aini hon o _ yat-ta. 
Ken NOM Ai DAT book ACC give-PAST 
‘Ken gave a book to Ai.’ 


Sentence (la) has an adjectival predicate, whose present tense form ends in 
-i, while (1b) and (1c) involve nominal predicates, which require the copula da 
in the predicate function. (1d) contains a non-volitional (so-called unaccusative) 
intransitive verb, while (le) has a volitional (or unergative) intransitive verb. 

Canonical transitive verbs involving an animate and an inanimate object are 
shown in (2a) and (2b), both showing the same NOM-ACC case pattern. Consis- 
tent nominative ga-marking on S in intransitive sentences and the same mark- 
ing on A of transitive sentences, in contradistinction to accusative o-marking 
on O of transitive clauses, unequivocally show that Japanese is a consistent 
nominative-accusative type language, without a trace of the active-type (or 
split-intransitive) language at least in terms of case marking. 

Sentences (1a)—(1c) all contain non-activity (or stative) predicates, and these 
predicates normally trigger topicalization when the clauses occur as indepen- 
dent sentences. ‘Normal’ utterances with these predicates may thus contain 
topic noun phrases marked by the particle wa as below, masking basic nomina- 
tive case marking on the S nominals. 


(3) a. Kenwa_ kasiko-i. 

Ken TOP smart-PRES 
‘Ken is smart.’ 

b. Kenwa_ kenkoo da. 
Ken Top healthy cop 
‘Ken is healthy.’ 

c. Kenwa_ gakusei da. 
Ken TOP student COP 
‘Ken is a student.’ 


The pattern of basic case marking is maintained in nominalized clauses, how- 
ever, where topicalization normally does not apply: 


(4) [Ken ga kasikoi] koto (wa) minna ga sitteiru. 
Ken NOM smart that (TOP) everyone NOM know 
‘That [Ken is smart] (everyone knows). 
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The point being made here is important in considering Japanese non-canoni- 
cal constructions because the ones that we are concerned with in here all in- 
volve stative predicates which ‘sound’ most natural when they contain a topic 
nominal rather than a nominal with basic nominative ga or dative ni. Our exam- 
ples in the following sections contain the case displays of ga/wa and ni (wa), 
as in (5) below, to indicate the basic case patterns involved, and to show that in 
the former the topic wa version, and in the latter the ni-wa combination or the 
wa-version yield more natural-sounding Japanese expressions. 


(5) a. Ai galwa Kenga _ suki da. 
Ai NOM/TOP Ken NOM like CoP 


‘Ai likes Ken,’ 

b. Ai ni (wa) eigo ga hanaseru. 
Ai DAT (TOP) English NoM can speak 
‘Ai can speak English.’ 


2. Dative object constructions 


There are several types of sentence in Japanese which deviate from the canoni- 
cal patterns shown in (1) and (2) above. One of them involves dative objects, 
which vary considerably as to the meanings of the nominals involved. The da- 
tive particle ni, as the label suggests, prototypically marks a goal nominal of a 
ditransitive clause (6a) as well as the goal of motion verbs (6b), the location of 
stative predicates (6c), and the source of transfer verbs (6d). It also marks the 
agent in the passive clause (7a) and the causee nominal in a causative (7b). 


(6) a. Aiga Kenni hon o yat-ta. 

Ai NOM Ken GOAL book ACC give-PAST 
‘Ai gave a book to Ken.’ 

b. Ken ga  Tookyoo ni it-ta. 
Ken Nom Tokyo GOAL go-PAST 
‘Ken went to Tokyo.’ 

c. Tukueno ue ni hon ga aru. 
desk GEN top LOC book NOM exist 
“There is a book on the top of the desk,’ 
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d. Kenga Aini hon o morat-ta. 
Ken NOM Ai SOURCE book ACC receive-PAST 
‘Ken received a book from Ai.’ 


(7) a. Ken ga _ haha-oyani sikara-re-ta. 
Ken NOM mother AGENT scold-PASS-PAST 
“Ken was scolded by his mother.’ 


b. Ai ga Kenni hon o  yoma-se-ta. 
Ai NOM Ken CAUSEE book ACC read-CAUS-PAST 
‘Ai made Ken read the book.’ 


The predicates taking dative objects include au ‘meet’, sitagau ‘obey/follow’ , 
katu ‘win’, and a few others that involve affected subjects, as in (9). 


(8) a. Aiga Kenni at-ta. 

Ai NOM Ken DAT meet-PAST 
‘Ai met Ken?’ 

b. Kenga Aini _ sitagat-ta. 
Ken NOM Ai DAT obey-PAST 
‘Ken obeyed/followed Ai? 

c. Aiga Kenni kat-ta. 
Ai NOM Ken DAT win-PAST 
‘Ai won/prevailed over Ken.’ 


(9) a. Kenga ameni nure-ta. 

Ken NOM rain DAT get wet-PAST 
‘Ken got wet in the rain,’ 

b. Kenga sakeni yot-ta. 
Ken NoM sake DAT get drunk-PAST 
‘Ken got drunk with sake.’ 

c. Kenga hasika ni kakat-ta. 
Ken Nom measles DAT contract-PAST 
‘Ken contracted measles.’ 


The diversity of the constructions involving ni-marked nominals is mind- 
boggling, as if to suggest that dative marking is a wastebasket category. This 
makes it difficult to ascertain the semantic role of the dative nominal involved 
in one of the main non-canonical constructions dealt with in this paper, 
namely the so-called dative subject constructions. However, dative object 
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constructions in (8) provide a contrasting backdrop against which dative sub- 
ject constructions can be discussed. The remainder of this paper is devoted to 
dative subject constructions and their variants involving double nominative 
noun phrases. 


3. Dative subject constructions and their variants 


The two main types of non-canonical constructions to be dealt with in this 
paper have been illustrated in (5) above, which is repeated below for con- 
venience. 


(10) a. Ai galwa Ken ga suki da. 
Ai NOM/TOP Ken NOM like CoP 


‘Ai likes Ken.’ 

b. Ai ni (wa) eigo ga hanaseru. 
Ai DAT (TOP) English NOM can speak 
‘Ai can speak English.’ 


c. Aiga eigo ga _ hanaseru. (cf. b) 
Ai NOM English NoM can speak 
‘Ai can speak English.’ 
d. *Aini Ken ga suki da. (cf. a) 
Ai DAT Ken Noo like CoP 
‘Ai likes Ken,’ 


The first construction involves double nominative noun phrases and the second 
a dative and a nominative noun phrase. The former is referred to as the double 
nominative construction, and the later the dative subject construction. I consider 
these two types to be variants of each other for the following reason. Firstly, 
both these constructions have a preverbal nominative noun phrase. Secondly, 
dative subject constructions may be encoded as double nominative construc- 
tions as an alternate form (cf. 10b and 10c), although basic double nominative 
constructions do not alternate with dative subject constructions (cf. 10a and 
10d). Thirdly, the predicates entering these two constructions are among those 
that display dative subject constructions in other languages. 

As the other contributions to this volume show, we can identify several 
semantic predicate types that call for non-canonical constructions of the types 
being considered here. They center around the following semantic fields: 
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(11) a. 


aes 


g. 


As the following examples show, Japanese predicates calling for the non- 
canonical constructions fall into these semantic types except the last one. 
While it is true that if a language displays a dative subject construction, it 
draws the relevant predicates from these semantic types, rarely does a language 
show uniform dative marking throughout these predicates. As mentioned 
above, Japanese stative non-canonical constructions divide themselves into two 
types—the NOM-NOM (double nominative) type and the DAT-NOM (dative 
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Possession/Existence; 
Psychological states; 
Physiological states; 


Visual/auditory perceptions, including the notion of ‘appearance’/ 


‘seeming’; 


Modal states of necessity and wanting, including the notion of 


obligation (‘must’); 


Modal states of potentiality, including ability and the notion of per- 


mission (‘may’); 
Uncontrolled events; e.g. forgetting, finding, etc. 


subject) type: 


(12) Possession/Existence 


a. 


Ken galwa atamaga ookii. 

Ken Nom/roP head NOM big 

‘Ken has a big head.’ 

Ken ni (wa) kodomo ga san-nin iru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) child Nom three-person be/exist 

‘Ken has three children.’ 

Ken ni (wa) syakkin ga ooilsukunai. 

Ken DAT (TOP) debt(money) NOM many/small in quantity 
‘Ken has a large amount /only a small amount of debts.’ 


(13) Psychological states 


a. 


Mami ni (wa) Hata-sensei ga osorosii (sooda). 
Mami DAT (TOP) Hata-prof Nom fearful 

‘Mami is fearful of Prof. Hata.’ 

Mami galwa Kenga suki da. 

Mami NomM/TOP Ken NoM like cop 

‘Mami likes Ken.’ 
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(14) Physiological states 


a. 


b. 


Taroo galwa atamaga itai. 
Taroo NOM/ToP head Nom hurting 
‘Taro has a headache.’ 

Mami galwa asi ga tumetai. 
Mami NoM/TOP foot NOM cold 
‘Mami has cold feet.’ 


(15) Visual/audio perceptions 


a. 


b. 


Kenni (wa) Huzi-sanga yoku mieru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) Fuji-Mt. Nom well visible 

‘Ken can see Mt. Fuji well’ 

Mamini (wa) sonooto ga kikoe-nakat-ta. 
Mami DAT (TOP) that sound NOM audible-NEG-PAST 
‘Mami didn’t hear that sound.’ 


(16) Necessity/Desiderative states 


a. 


Bokuni (wa) okane ga hituyoo da. 

I DAT (TOP) money NOM necessity COP 

‘I need money.’ 

Bokuni (wa) Ken ni au hituyoo ga aru. 

I DAT(TOP) Ken GOAL meet necessity NOM be/exist 
(Lit. ‘I have the need of meeting Ken’/‘I need to meet Ken.’) 
Boku galwa kono hon ga hosii. 

I NOM/TOP this book NOM want 

‘I want this book.’ 

Boku galwa mizu ga nomi-tai. 

I NOM/TOP water NOM drink-DESID 

‘I want to drink water.’ 


(17) Potentiality/ability 


a. 


b. 


Kenni (wa) eigo ga _ hanas-e-ru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) English NoM speak-POTEN-PRES 

‘Ken can speak English,’ 

Kenni (wa) eigo ga _ dekiru/wakaru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) English Nom can do/understand 

‘Ken can do (has command of) English/Ken understands English.’ 
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c. Kenni (wa) eigo o  hanasukoto ga kanoo da. 
Ken DAT (TOP) English Acc speak that Nom possible cop 
‘It is possible for Ken to speak English.’ 

d. Ken galwa eigo ga tokui dalnigate da. 
Ken Nom/TOP English NOM good at/bad at 
‘Ken is good at/bad at English.’ 


The predicates involved in the above types of non-canonical case marking 
patterns span three major predicate types of Japanese, namely verbs (e.g. aru 
‘exist/have’ , wakaru ‘understand’, hanas-e-ru ‘can speak’ , adjectives (e.g. hosii 
‘want’, nomi-tai ‘want to drink’), and adjectival nominals (e.g. kanoo da 
‘possible’, hituyoo da ‘necessary’ ). They represent both lexical (e.g. wakaru 
‘understand’, hosii ‘want’) and derived forms (e.g. hanas-e-ru ‘can speak’, 
nomi-tai ‘want to drink’). Owing to the productive derivations of potential and 
desiderative forms, non-canonical constructions of the types being considered 
are very productive in Japanese. Since possession, as well as psychological and 
physiological constructions, represent such personal states, these constructions 
are indeed prevalent forms of expressons, and they deserve much closer atten- 
tion than hitherto accorded. 

What is common to all these non-canonical constructions is that they express 
states rather than activities. A corollary of this is that they do not yield progres- 
sive forms by the use of the te-iru ‘be’ ending. Because of this stative character, 
they typically trigger topicalization, hence all of the examples above sound 
more natural if the topic forms, marked by wa, are chosen. 

We have already mentioned that the DAT-NOM predicates may be couched in 
the NOM-NOM framework. Some of the basic NOM-NOM predicates can enter the 
canonical NOM-ACC constructions. For example, the adjectival nominal pred- 
icate suki da ‘like’ may be couched in the canonical framework, as potentials and 
desideratives derived from transitive verb roots. Prohibited is the pattern of DAT- 
ACC, as in (18e), indicating that the nominative nominal, like the absolutive in 
ergative languages, is indispensable in the Japanese clause structure: 


(18) a. Ai galwa Ken galo suki da. 
Ai NOM/TOP Ken NOM/ACC like COP 
‘Ai likes Ken.’ 
b. Boku galwa mizu galo nomi-tai. 
I NOM/TOP water NOM/ACC drink-DESID 
‘I want to drink water. 
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c. Kenni (wa) eigo ga _ hanas-e-ru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) English NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak English.’ 

d. Ken galwa eigo o hanas-e-ru. 
Ken NoM/ToP English ACC speak-POTEN-PRES 
“Ken can speak English.’ 

e. *Kenni (wa) eigo o  hanas-e-ru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) English ACC speak-POTEN-PRES 


Itis hard to pinpoint a possible meaning difference between DAT-NOM forms 
and the corresponding NOM-NOM forms and between NOM-NOM forms and 
NOM-ACC forms. 


4. Non-canonical constructions as transitive constructions 


Having surveyed the case marking patterns of non-canonical constructions in 
Japanese, we are now in a position to proceed to the question of their analysis. 
In the older tradition, the Japanese grammarians treated non-canonical con- 
structions from a morphological point of view, although they did not examine 
the constructions in their full DAT/NOM,-NOM,-PRED forms typically concen- 
trating only on the NOM,-PRED portion (because the DAT/NOM, is most often 
topicalized or unencoded (see below)). Since NOM, is marked by the particle 
ga, indicating the subject of both transitive and intransitive sentences, it was 
assumed that this nominal was a subject (e.g. Martin (1962)). 


(19) a. Eiga ga _ sukida. 
movies NOM like CoP 
“(I) like movies.’ 
b. [eiga ga suki da] 
SUBJ PRED 


Among the traditional grammarians, Tokieda (1950) offered a non-conven- 
tional treatment. Recognizing the fact that the Nom, of the non-canonical con- 
struction can be construed as an object (goal) toward which subjective feelings 
are directed, Tokieda set up a category of ‘objective’ function distinct from 
subject and object. Thus for the full non-canonical form, Tokieda’s analysis 
would assign the following grammatical functions: 
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(20) a. Bokuga mizu ga hosii. 
I NOM water NOM want 
‘I want water.’ 
b. [boku ga mizu ga hosii] 
SUBJ OBJECTIVE PRED 





Arguing against the traditional analysis in (19), Kuno (1973) offers a straight- 
forward transitive analysis for non-canonical constructions of the form of (21). 


(21) a. Bokuga eiga ga sukida. 
I NOM movies NOM like cop 
‘T like movies.’ 
b. [boku ga eiga ga suki da] 
SUBJ OBJ PRED 





Kuno’s argument against the analysis in (19b) is that a sentence like (19a) is 
elliptical, and that the full sentence in the form of (21a) contains a real subject. 
Kuno (1973: 80) tells us that if the experiencer in (21a) is the subject of this 
sentence, then the second NP cannot be also one. He contrasts a double nomina- 
tive sentence like (21a) with a double subject construction of the following 
form: 


(22) Bunmeikoku ga danseino heikin-zyumyoo ga 
civilized countries NOM male GEN average-life-span NOM 
mizikai. 
short 


‘It is the civilized countries that a male’s average life-span is short in.’ 


Kuno’s point is that a double subject construction like this yields a full (non- 
elliptical) sentence even if the first nominative nominal is deleted. But this is 
not the case with the non-canonical constructions, as the following contrast 
shows: 


(23) a. Danseino  heikin-zyumyoo ga mizikai. 
male GEN average-life-span NOM short 
‘It is a male’s average life-span that is short.’ 
b.  Okane ga hosii. 
money NOM want 
‘((T) want money.’ 
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In (23b), the speaker (“T”) is implied, whereas there is no additional informa- 
tion implied in the case of (23a). 

Kuno’s analysis of non-canonical constructions as transitive has gained some 
support from Shibatani’s (1977) demonstration that the dative nominal of the 
DAT-NOM Structure does possess certain subject properties such as binding of 
the reflexive zibun ‘self’, as well as triggering of subject honorification process 
(see below). Indeed, the transitive analysis is in line with the researchers of the 
languages of South Asia such as Hindi and Sinhala, as well as others, where 
non-canonical constructions paralleling those of Japanese have received a tran- 
sitive analysis similar to Kuno’s (see other contributions to this volume and see 
Shibatani 1999, Shibatani and Pardeshi (in press) for the arguments against the 
transitive analysis). 


5. Dative nominals as subjects 


The transitive analysis of dative subject constructions and their variants finds 
support from various syntactic phenomena pointing to the subjecthood of the 
dative nominal involved, hence the term ‘dative subject’ constructions. We can 
compare the syntactic properties of the dative subject and the dative object to 
see how the former aligns with the regular nominative subjects contrasting 
sharply with the latter. 

First, consider word order. As the examples of the canonical constructions in 
the Introduction show, nominative subjects appear sentence initially in the un- 
marked word order. And so do dative subjects, as opposed to dative objects, 
which come in the regular object position. 


(24) Canonical transitive clause 
a. Aiga Keno _ sikat-ta. 
Ai NOM Ken Acc scold-PAST 
‘Ai scolded Ken.’ 
b. ?Keno Aiga sikat-ta. (Scrambled version) 
Ken acc Ai NOM scold-PAST 
‘Ai scolded Ken.’ 
(25) Dative object 
a. Kenga Aini at-ta. 
Ken Nom Ai DAT meet-PAST 
‘Ken met Ai.’ 
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b. ?Ai ni Ken ga at-ta. (Scrambled version) 
Ai DAT Ken NOM meet-PAST 
‘Ken met Ai.’ 


(26) Dative subject 
a. Kenni eigo ga _ hanas-e-ru 
Ken paT English NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak English.’ 
b. ?Eigo ga Kenni hanas-e-ru. (Scrambled version) 
English NOM Ken DAT speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak English.’ 


Japanese has special honorific predicate forms when the subject nominal 
refers to someone worthy of respect. When a verb predicate is involved, it may 
be replaced by the verbal complex of o-V-ni naru ‘lit. to become V-ing’, while 
an adjectival or nominal adjectival predicate is simply marked by the honorific 
prefix o-. 


(27) a. Sensei ga _ ik-u. 
teacher NOM go0-PRES 
‘The teacher goes.’ (Plain) 
b. Sensei ga o-iki-ni nar-u. 
teacher NOM HON-go-ADV become-PRES 
‘The teacher goes.’ (Subject honorific) 


(28) a. Sensei wa wakai. 
teacher TOP young 
‘The teacher is young.’ (Plain) 
b. Sensei wa o-wakai. 
teacher TOP HON-young 
‘The teacher is young.’ (Subject honorific) 


Notice that object nominals would not trigger subject honorification even if 
they referred to someone respectable. Instead, a distinct object honorification 
form (o-V suru “do V-ing’) is called for. 


(29) a. Kenga sensei o  tasuke-ta. 
Ken NOM teacher ACC assiSt-PAST 
‘Ken assisted the teacher.’ 
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b. #Ken ga sensei o o-tasuke-ni na-ta. 

Ken NoM teacher ACC HON-assist-ADV become-PAST 

‘Ken assisted the teacher.’ (Subject honorific; Ken is honorified) 
c. Kenga sensei o  o-tasuke _ si-ta. 

Ken NoM teacher ACC HON-assist do-PAST 

‘Ken assisted the teacher.’ (Object honorific) 


Dative objects, like accusative objects, trigger object honorification, while 
dative subject, like nominative subjects, trigger subject honorification. 


(30) Dative object 

a. Ken ga sensei ni at-ta. 
Ken NoM teacher DAT meet-PAST 
‘Ken met the teacher.’ 

b. Kenga sensei ni o-ai si-ta. 
Ken NoM teacher DAT HON-meet do-PAST 
‘Ken met the teacher.’ (Object honorific) 

c. #Ken ga sensei ni o-ai-ni nat-ta. 
Ken NoM teacher DAT HON-meet-ADV become-PAST 
‘Ken met the teacher.’ (Subject honorific; Ken is honorified) 


(31) Dative subject 
a. Sensei ni (wa) eigo ga _ wakar-u. 
teacher DAT (TOP) English NOM understand-PRES 
‘The teacher understands English,’ 


b. *Sensei ni (wa) eigo ga _ o-wakari SU-TU. 
teacher DAT (TOP) English NOM HON-understand do-PRES 
(Object honorific) 


c. Sensei ni (wa) eigo ga _ o-wakari-ni 
teacher DAT (TOP) English NOM HON-understand-A DV 
na-ru. 
become-PRES 
‘The teacher understands English.’ (Subject honorific) 


Dative subjects also differ from scrambled objects, as the latter fail to trigger 
subject honorification. 
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(32) Scrambled dative object 
a. #Sensei ni Ken ga _ o-ai-ni nat-ta. 
teacher DAT Ken NOM HON-meet-ADV become-PAST 
‘Ken met the teacher.’ (Subject honorific; Ken is honorified) 
b. Sensei ni Kenga o-ai si-ta. 
teacher DAT Ken NOM HON-meet do-PAST 
‘Ken met the teacher.’ (Object honorific) 


The Japanese reflexive pronoun zibun normally requires its antecedent to be 
subject. Again neither accusative nor dative object can function as an anteced- 
ent of zibun. In the following examples, accordingly, the reflexive form 
uniquely refers to the referent of the nominative subject, namely Ken. 


(33) a. Kenga Hanakoo zibunnouti de izime-ta. 
Ken Nom Hanako acc self of house at bully-PAsT 
‘Ken; bullied Hanako; at self’s,,.; house.’ (Accusative object) 
b. Kenga Hanakoni zibunnouti de at-ta. 
Ken Nom Hanako parT self of house at meet-PAST 
‘Ken; met Hanako; at self’s;., house.’ (Dative object) 


On the other hand, dative subjects antecede the reflexive zibun, as in the 
following example, where it is to be noted that the nominative noun phrase 
cannot bind the reflexive form. 


(34) Kenni (wa) Hanako ga zibun no imooto yori yoku 
Ken DAT (TOP) Hanako NoM self of sister than well 
rikai-dekiru. 
understand-can 
‘Ken; can understand Hanako; better than self’s;,.; sister? (DAT sub- 
ject) 


Again, the scrambled dative object cannot antecede the reflexive form. 


(35) Hanakoni Ken ga zibunnouti de at-ta. 
Hanako DAT Ken NoM self of house at meet-PAST 
‘Ken; met Hanako; at self’ s;„; house.’ (Scrambled dative object) 


Thus, altogether there seems to be robust evidence that points to the 
subjecthood of the dative nominal in the dative subject construction, supporting 
the transitive analysis of this construction. While the above discussion was 


NON-CANONICAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN JAPANESE 321 


illustrated only with dative subject constructions, exactly the same points could 
be made with regard to the initial nominative nominal of double nominative 
constructions, considered to be variants of dative subject constructions. We 
shall now turn to the conflicting evidence pointing to the subjecthood of the 
nominative nominal of the dative subject construction and of the second nomi- 
nal of the double nominative construction. 


6. Nominative nominals as subjects 


A first indication that the nominative nominal of the dative subject construction 
and the second nominative nominal of the double nominative construction are 
also subjects comes from case marking itself. The particle ga is identified as a 
nominative case marker precisely because its primary function in Modern Japa- 
nese is to mark the subject of a clause. Analyzing dative subject constructions 
and double nominative constructions as transitive clauses with a nominative 
object weakens the generalization that what is marked by ga is a subject. In- 
deed, Kuno has to stipulate the following in order to accommodate nominative- 
marked objects: 


I shall show that ga is used not only for marking the subject but also for marking 
the object of all transitive adjectives and nominal adjectives . . . and of a certain 
class of transitive verbs. I shall further show that these verbals which take ga for 
object marking have the common semantic characteristic that they represent, not 
actions, but states. (Kuno 1973: 81; underlining added) 








Japanese does not have an agreement phenomenon comparable to those seen 
in Indo European languages and others, where the nominative subject typically 
triggers subject-verb agreement. In those languages where subject-verb agree- 
ment is seen, it is the nominative nominal, rather than the dative subject, that 
triggers agreement, as in the following examples. 


(36) a. Mir gefällt dieses Buch. (German) 
I.DAT like.sG this book.sG.NOM 
‘T like this book.’ 


b. Mir gefallen diese Bücher. 
LpatT like.PL these books.PL.NOM 
‘I like these books.’ 
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(37) a. Le Moshe haya sefer. 
DAT Moshe be.3SG.MASC.PAST book.MASC.SG 
‘Moshe had a book.’ (Modern Hebrew; Anne Hartenstein, p.c.) 
b. Le Moshe hayu shlosha sfarim. 
DAT Moshe be.3PL.MASC/FEM.PAST three book.MASC.PL 
‘Moshe had three books.’ 


Besides these coding properties, the nominative nominals in question partici- 
pate in the honorification process as well as reflexive binding in Japanese. As 
discussed above, these are properties uniquely associated with the nominative 
subject and the dative subject. Yet in the following example, it is the nomina- 
tive nominal, rather than the dative nominal, that triggers subject honorification. 


(38) Kimini (wa) rippa na go-ryoosin’ ga oide-ni 
you DAT (TOP) splendid COP HON-parents NOM exist(HON)-ADV 
naru (zya nai ka). 
become (right?) 
‘You have splendid parents, don’t you?’ 


In this sentence, it is the referent of the nominative nominal go-ryoosin 
‘HON-parents’ that is the target of the deference because the dative subject 
referred to by the familiar second person form kimi ‘you’ would not trigger the 
honorification process. 

Likewise, the second nominative nominal of the double nominative construc- 
tion can antecede the reflexive pronoun, as in the following example, where the 
honorific verbal ending also indexes the honorified status of the referent of the 
second nominative nominal. 


(39) Yamada-san ga okusan ga zibun no kaisya o 
Yamada-Mr. NoM wife Nom self of company ACC 
keiei-nasatte iru. 


management-do (HON) be 
‘It is Mr. Yamada, whose wife; is managing self’ s.;; own company.’ 


Thus, there is a good deal of evidence that the second nominative nominal of 
the non-canonical DAT/NOM-NOM frame is a subject. A major task in dealing 
with these non-canonical constructions is accounting for the distribution of 
subject properties between the dative nominal and the nominative nominal 
of the dative construction and between the first nominative nominal and 
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the second one in the double nominative construction. Simply admitting a 
nominative-marked object, as Kuno (1973) does, offers no solution to this prob- 
lem. The Relational Grammar analysis (e.g. Perlmutter 1984, Harris 1984, Jake 
1985), on the other hand, precisely addresses this issue. In this framework, a 
dative sentence such as (40a) is analyzed as involving two strata of relational 
network, in one of which—the initial stratum—the dative nominal holds the 
subject relation and the nominative nominal the object relation. These undergo 
inversion turning the former into a final indirect object and the latter into a final 
subject, as shown below: 


(40) a. Kenni nihongo ga wakaru. 
Ken DAT Japanese NOM understand 
“Ken understands Japanese.’ 
b 1 2 P (initial stratum) 
3 1 P (final stratum) 
Ken nihongo wakaru 


While this analysis provides a basis for the explanation toward the split distri- 
bution of subject properties over the dative and the nominative nominal of the 
dative construction, not all dative constructions behave in as uniform manner 
as predicted by the Relational Grammar analysis. Besides, it will be shown in 
the next section that there is evidence that the relevant predicates calling for the 
non-canonical coding are basically intransitive, many of which are paired with 
transitive versions, undermining the abstract transitive analysis of the Relational 
Grammar framework. 


7. Transitive and intransitive predication 


As pointed out in the beginning, those predicates that enter into non-canonical 
constructions in Japanese are all stative, and the majority of them are adjectives 
and adjectival nominals—except for the potential derivatives, which involve the 
verbal endings -(r)areru and -eru. Indeed, in many other languages, expressions 
that are couched in non-canonical frames typically involve intransitive verbs of 
being, becoming, or coming, as in the case of many south Asian languages (see 
Shibatani and Pardeshi in press). In Japanese, many adjectives and adjectival 
nominals calling for non-canonical constructions have corresponding verbs, 
most of which are transitive. In (41), most verbs enter into the canonical transi- 
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tive case frame NOM-ACC, while the corresponding adjectives and adjectival 
nominals call for the non-canonical NOM/DAT-NOM frame, as shown in 


(42)-(44). 

(41) Verbs Adjectives 
nikumu nikui ‘hate(ful)’ 
natukasimu natukasii ‘long for’ 
sitasimu sitasii ‘fraternize/to be familiar’ 
kanasimu kanasii ‘sad’ 
tanosimu tanosii ‘enjoy/enjoyable’ 
ayasimu ayasii “suspect/suspicious’ 
itamu itai ‘hurt’ 
yurumu yurui ‘slack(en)’ 
netamu netamasii ‘to be jealous’ 
Verbs Adjectival nominals 
kirau kirai da ‘dislike’ 
suku suki da ‘like’ 

(42) Ai galwa Keno nikumu. 


(43) 


(44) 


Ai NOM/ToP Ken Acc hate (verb) 

‘Ai hates Ken.’ 

Ai galwa Ken ga _ nikui rasii. 
Ai NOM/TOP Ken NOM hateful (adjective) seem 
‘It seems that to Ai Ken is hateful.’ 


Mami galwa Hata-senseio natukasimu. 

Mami Nom/ToP Hata-prof acc long for (verb) 
‘Mami longs for Prof. Hata.’ 

Mami ni (wa) Hata-sensei ga natukasii. 

Mami DAT (TOP) Hata-prof Nom longing (adjective) 
Mami longs for Prof. Hata.’ 


‘ 


Mami galwa Keno _ kirau. 

Mami NoM/TopP Ken Acc dislike (verb) 

‘Mami dislikes Ken.’ 

Mami galwa Ken ga kirai da. 

Mami NoMm/TopP Ken Noo dislike Cop (adj. nominal) 
‘Mami dislikes Ken.’ 
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In many other languages a contrast is seen in terms of the presence or ab- 
sence of volition/control between a transitive expression and a corresponding 
dative subject construction (or its variant), and Japanese also seems to show this 
difference between the alternate coding patterns above. Thus, while the verb 
versions allow imperatives, the adjectival counterparts do not: 


(45) Nikumi-ta-kereba, nikume. 
hate-want-COND hate-IMP 
‘If you want to hate (me), hate (me)!’ 


In this chapter we are advancing the commonsensical hypothesis that adjec- 
tives and adjectival nominals are intransitive. In other words, while transitive 
verbs such as those on the left column in (41) predicate over their subject, the 
adjectival and adjectival nominal counterparts in the right hand column are all 
intransitive, and they predicate over the second nominative nominal in the 
DAT/NOM-NOM pattern. That is, the forms in (42) and (43) would receive the 
following analysis: 


(46) a. [Ai ga Ken o nikumu] (Transitive predication; cf. 42a) 
SUBJ PRED 
b. Ai ga [Ken ga nikui] (rasii) (Intransitive predication; cf. 42b) 
SUBJ PRED 


(47) a. [Mami ga Hata-sensei o natukasimu] (Transitive predication; cf. 43a) 
SUBJ PRED 
b. Mami ni ([Hata-sensei ganatukasii] (Intransitive predication; cf. 43b) 


We shall discuss the nature of the extra noun phrases (the initial nominative 
nominal and the dative nominal) in (46b) and (47b) in the next section. For the 
momentlet’s concentrate on the predication relations posited above. Predication 
describes the nature of the referent of the subject nominal. Thus, in (46a), the 
verb is primarily describing about Ai, while in (46b), the predicate describes the 
nature of Ken. Evidence for this difference in predication patterns obtains from 
the interpretation of prenominal modification forms. For example, (48a) below 
means a person who hates someone, reflecting the predication pattern in (46a), 
while (48b) means someone who inspires hatred, reflecting the predication 
pattern of (46b). Other pairs in (41), when comparison is possible, behave the 
same way, indicating that the members of the verb-adjective/adjectival nominal 
pairs differ in their predication pattern, as shown in (46) and (47). 
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(48) a. nikumu hito 
hate person 
‘a hating person’ 
b. nikui hito 
hateful person 
‘a hateful person; a person inspiring hatred’ 


(49) a. kirau hito 
dislike person 
‘a person disliking (someone)’ 
b. kirai na hito 
disliking COP person 
‘a person inspiring dislike’ 


(50) a. natukasimu hito 
long for person 
‘a longing person’ 
b.  natukasii hito 
long for person 
‘a person inspiring longing’ 


The above is consistent with the predication and prenominal modification 
patterns of regular transitive and intransitive structures, indicating that the rele- 
vant non-canonical constructions involve intransitive predication.' 


(51) a. orosu hito (transitive) 
bring down person 
‘a person who brings down/unloads (something/someone)’ 
b. oriru hito (intransitive) 
come down person 
‘a descending person’ 


The distinction between the transitive and intransitive predication discussed 
here figures prominently in some languages, where a clear semantic opposition 
obtains between the canonical transitive expression and the corresponding non- 
canonical construction involving intransitive predication. Compare the follow- 
ing Sinhala forms, for example, where (52a), cast in the canonical transitive 
frame with an active verb form (A-form), describes a volitional activity, while 
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(52b), a variant of the dative subject construction with a non-active verbal 
counterpart (P-form), conveys an accidental involvement of an individual in a 
spontaneously occurring event. The literal interpretation of (52b) is something 
like ‘The child was inadvertently involved in the event of the cup’s breaking.’ 
Notice that the latter involves intransitive predication, which can form an inde- 
pendent intransitive sentence, as in (52c). 


(52) a. lamAya koope binda. 

child cup break.PAST.A 
‘The child (deliberately) broke the cup.’ 

b. lamAya-atin [koope biNduna]. 
child-INST cup _ break.PAST.P 
‘The child (accidentally) broke the cup.’ 

c. koope biNduna. 
cup break.PAST.P 
‘The cup broke.’ (Wijayawardhana et al. 1995: 113) 


Needless to say, the proposed intransitive analysis for the relevant non- 
canonical constructions is consistent with the subject properties associated with 
the second nominal nominative, which we discussed in the preceding section. 
However, it leaves the initial dative or the initial nominative nominal of the 
non-canonical construction unaccounted for. We shall now turn to this problem. 


8. On the elliptical nature of the relevant intransitive predication 


Undoubtedly a major motivation for the transitive analysis of the non-canonical 
constructions in question comes from the elliptical nature of the expressions 
without the initial dative or the initial nominative noun phrase of the non-ca- 
nonical expressions. Thus, the (a) expressions below are felt to be elliptical, as 
noted by Kuno (1973). 


(53) a. Aiga suki da. (Elliptical) 
Ai NOM like COP 
‘(Someone) likes Ai.’ 
b. Ken galwa Ai ga suki da. (Full sentence) 
Ken Nom/TopP Ai NOM like Cop 
‘Ken likes Ai.’ 
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(54) a. Niihongo ga hanas-e-ru. (Elliptical) 
Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
“(Someone) can speak Japanese.’ 
b. Ken ni (wa) nihongo ga hanas-e-ru. (Full sentence) 
Ken DAT (TOP) Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak Japanese.’ 


As in the earlier discussion in Section 4, Kuno (1973) contrasts the double 
nominative construction of the (53b)-type with what he calls double subject 
constructions on the basis of his claim that while the latter yields a non-ellipti- 
cal expression without the initial nominative noun phrase, the former, being a 
transitive construction, requires two arguments. However, this argument does 
not go through, since some of what Kuno considers to be double subject con- 
structions also require another nominative noun phrase to be complete. 

Kuno’s classification is as follows: 


(55) Kuno (1973) 

a. Ken ga  otoosan ga _ sin-da. (Double subject construction) 
Ken NoM father NOM die-PAST 
‘It is Ken whose father died.’ 

b. Ken ga Ai ga suki da. (Transitive construction) 
Ken NOM Ai NOM like cop 
‘Ken likes Ai.’ 

c. Kenni nihongo ga hanas-e-ru. (Transitive construction) 
Ken DAT Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak Japanese.’ 


However, (55a) without the initial nominative nominal, as below, is as elliptical 
as (53a) and (54a). 


(56) Otoosan ga sin-da. 
father NOM die-PAST 
‘A father died.’ 


In order for this expression to be complete, otoosan ‘father’ must be “‘deter- 
mined” either by supplying the possessor nominal, e.g. Ken no ‘Ken of/Ken’s’, 
or by framing it in the domain of another nominal as in (55a). 

The crux of the problem is why sentences like (53a), (54a), and (56) are felt 
to be elliptical while “normal” intransitive sentences like the following are not 
elliptical. 
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(57) a. Zoo galwa __ ooki-i. 
elephant NoM/ToP big 
‘An elephant is big.’ 
b. Ken ga sin-da. 
Ken NOM die-PAST 
‘Ken died.’ 


In order to better understand this problem, I now turn to double subject 
constructions, whose structure and semantics are better understood. 


9. Double subject constructions 


A fair number of languages exhibit double subject constructions of the follow- 
ing type, where there are two nominative subjects, or their equivalents if the 
language, e.g., Chinese, does not have case marking. 


(58) a. Zoo ga hanaga nagai (koto). (Japanese) 
elephant NOM nose NOM long (that) 
‘(that) an elephant has a long nose/trunk.’ 
b. Xiang  bizi chang. (Chinese) 
elephant nose long 
‘An elephant has a long nose/trunk.’ 


c. Chán thaaw too. (Thai) 
I foot big 
‘T have big feet.’ 

d. Ali kepala-nya besar. (Indonesian) 


Alihead-his big 
‘Ali has a big head.’ 
e. Si Erap daku ang ulu. (Cebuano; Philippines) 
TOP Erap big TOP head 
‘Erap has a big head.’ 


f. Ji dhaaten chon syaa. (Newari; Tibeto-Burman) 
I truly head hurt 
‘T truly hurt in the head.’ 

g. jumbi yinda wula-n? (Warrungu (Australia); 
penis.NOM 2SG.NOM die-NONFUT Tsunoda 1997: 99) 


“Your penis has died?’ (In response to: ‘My erection has gone.) 
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All these expressions, sometimes referred to as possessor ascension/raising 
or external possessor constructions, are assumed to have the following double 
subject, double predication structure: 





(59) S; 
NP, S, 
NP, PRED 
zoo-ga hana-ga nagai 
elephant-NOM nose-NOM long 


LARGE SUBJ SMALL SUBJ 


Here, everyone agrees that the predicate nagai ‘long’ is a one-place intransi- 
tive predicate predicating over the NP hana-ga ‘nose-NOM’. Indeed, sentence 
(58a) says that the nose (i.e., the trunk) is long, not the elephant. Thus, the sec- 
ond nominative NP is the subject of the predicate nagai ‘long’. On the other 
hand, zoo-ga ‘elephant-NOm’ is also a subject in the sense that the entire sen- 
tence is about an elephant. The sentence is understood to mean that an elephant 
is such that the state of affairs of a nose’s being long is attributable to it. In 
other words, the clause hana-ga nagai ‘a nose is long’ is a clause predicating 
over the NP zoo-ga ‘elephant-NOM’, giving rise to a double subject, double 
predication structure. For ease of reference, I shall call the internal subject 
“small subject,’ and the external one predicated over by the clausal predicate 
“large subject,” as indicated in (59). 

What is interesting about double subject constructions of this type is that the 
internal clause cannot stand by itself. Thus, (60) below is decidedly odd as a 
statement. 


(60) Hana-galwa nagai. 
nose-NOM/TOP long 
‘A nose is long.’ 


Just like the accompanying English translation, there is nothing syntactically 
wrong about this sentence. It is the truth-value of the sentence that is being 
questioned, since the sentence makes a universal claim that a nose is long, 
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which is not in fact true. Compare this sentence with the following, which is 
acceptable since everyone is believed to agree that it is universally true that a 
flower is beautiful. 


(61) Hana-galwa utukusii. 
flower-NoM/TopP beautiful 
‘A flower is beautiful.’ 


There are basically three types of sentence with regard to the point being 
made. Some sentences describe what is not universally true, while some others 
describe what is generally accepted as expressing a universal truth. And there 
are sentences between these two, i.e. those which can be contested about their 
truth and therefore can specify the domain of their application. Compare the 
following patterns in English. Sentence (62a) states what is not universally true, 
and even if one ‘‘contexualizes”’ it as in (62b), it still sounds odd, conveying 
a strange belief. (63a) says something believed to be universally true, and limit- 
ing the truth to a specific domain as in (63b) is also odd—the sentence is per- 
haps only possible when uttered by a dissenter of the Flat Earth Society. The 
truth of (64a), on the other hand, can be contested and therefore can be ‘“‘per- 
sonalized,” as in (64b). 


(62) a. ???A nose is long. 
b. ???To me, a nose is long. 


(63) a. The earth is round. 
b. ???To me, the earth is round. 


(64) a. Fish tastes good. 
b. To me, fish tastes good. 


The internal clause of the double subject construction typically expresses 
those states of affairs that are not universally true; and accordingly their domain 
of application must be limited in one way or another. One simple way of 
achieving this is in terms of narrowing down the referent to a specific entity, 
turning a universal statement to a specific one, as in (65a), which is also the 
method employed in English and a large number of other languages. 


(65) a. Zoo no hana ga nagai. 
elephant of nose NOM long 
‘The elephant’s nose/trunk is long.’ 
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b. Zoo ga hanaga nagai. (=58a) 
elephant NOM nose NOM long 
‘An elephant has a long nose/trunk.’ 


Some languages have an additional means of delimiting a universal statement, 
and it is by means of couching the expression in the double subject construc- 
tion, as in (65b), where the large subject provides a domain to which the truth 
of the predicate clause is limited. 

As the terms ‘‘possessor ascension/raising’’ and “external possessor” con- 
structions imply, the double subject construction under consideration is often 
analyzed as deriving from a possessive construction of the type in (65a). How- 
ever, I contend that such an assumption is mistaken. The double subject con- 
struction does not assert the possessive relation between the large subject and 
the small subject. On the contrary, the small subject, the body-part nominal, in 
most can be indefinite, which is the interpretation the internal clause with a 
nominative-marked small subject gets when it occurs as an independent sen- 
tence, as in (60). The possessive relation between the large subject and the 
small subject of the double subject construction is established indirectly from 
the following logic: If it is true that a state of affairs of a nose’s being long is 
attributable to an elephant, then it must be true that an elephant’s nose (trunk) 
is long. Even in the double subject construction of the Indonesian type, where 
the small subject has a possessive marker (see (58d)), there is no need to postu- 
late the direct possessor-possessee relation between the large subject and the 
small subject. The large subject simply provides a domain or a reference point, 
to use Langacker’s (1997) Cognitive Grammar terminology, in which a state- 
ment obtains true that some third person’s head is big. 

Another way of interpreting the double subject construction is in terms of the 
dependency relation between the large subject and the predicate clause. That is, 
the truth of the state of affairs expressed in the predicate clause is dependent 
upon (the domain provided by) the large subject. This notion of dependency 
figures prominently in our understanding of the structure of the dative construc- 
tion and its variants, where the realization of the state of affairs described in the 
predicate clause crucially depends on the cognizer functioning as the large 
subject. 

Thus, the reason sentences such as Otoosan ga sinda ‘A father died’ or Hana 
ga nagai ‘A nose is long’ are felt to be elliptical is not because the clause struc- 
ture itself is incomplete, but because such statements, typically containing a 
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relational noun, require a domain in which the relational noun can be anchored 
and in which its truth value can be determined. I claim that dative subject con- 
structions and double nominative constructions are to be analyzed in the same 
manner. Before we turn to these non-canonical constructions, let us make sure 
that the large subject of the double subject construction behaves like a subject 
syntactically as well. 

The Japanese subject honorification process simply attaches the prefix 
o- or go-, when adjectives and adjectival nominals are involved, as in (66) 
below: 


(66) Hata-sensei galwa wakai/o-wakai. 
Hata-prof NOM/TOP young/HON-young 
‘Prof. Hata is young.’ 


The large subject triggers the same honorification process, as the compari- 
son of the behaviors of the possessor nominal and the large subject nominal 
reveals. 


(67) a. Hata-senseino migi-me ga waruil???o-warui. 
Hata-prof GEN right-eye NOM bad/HON-bad 
‘Prof. Hata’s right eye is bad.’ 
b. Hata-sensei ga migi-me ga _ waruilo-warui. 
Hata-prof Nom right-eye Nom bad/HON-bad 
‘Prof. Hata has a bad right eye.’ 


The large subject, just like a regular subject, raises into the main clause 
object position under the predicate such as omou ‘to think’, and minasu 
‘consider’. 


(68) a. Hata-senseiwa [Kenga totemo baka da] to  omot-te 
Hata-prof. Top KenNoM very stupid cop that think-CONJ 
i-ru. 
be-PRES 
‘Prof. Hata thinks that Ken is very stupid.’ 

b. Hata-senseiwa Keno [totemo baka da] to omot-te 
Hata-prof. Top Ken acc very stupid cop that think-cons 
i-ru. 
be-PRES 
‘Prof. Hata considers Ken to be very stupid.’ 
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(69) a. Hata-senseiwa [Ken ga totemo atamaga warui] to 
Hata-prof. Top KenNom very head Nom bad _ that 
omot-te i-ru. 
think-CONJ be-PRES 
‘Professor Hata thinks that Ken has a very bad brain.’ 

b. Hata-senseiwa Keno [totemo atama ga warui] to 
Hata-prof. Top Ken acc very head Nom bad that 
omot-te i-ru. 
think-CONJ be-PRES 
‘Professor Hata considers Ken to have a very bad brain.’ 


Thus, there is evidence for the syntactic subject status of the large subject, 
providing syntactic justification for the term ‘double subject construction’ for 
the relevant structure. 


10. Non-canonical constructions as double subject constructions 


We shall now turn to the non-canonical constructions in order to determine the 
nature of the predication involved, i.e. whether they indeed involve transitive 
predication as claimed by the previous analyses. First of all, we notice that 
many of the predicates calling for the non-canonical coding pattern have intran- 
sitive use. In their intransitive use, however, domains specifying a location or 
a circumstance must be provided in which the truth of the intransitive statement 
can be evaluated; or some of the predicates can form a statement construable 
as universally true, in which case no specific domain need be specified. 

Like all the other relevant predicates, a potential predicate like hanas-e-ru 
‘speakable’ yields an incomplete-sounding sentence when it combines with 
a nominative subject, as in (70a). With a nominative-marked, as opposed to a 
topic-marked, subject, this sentence makes a specific statement and requires 
a context in which its truth can be evaluated. A locative expression can provide 
such a context, as in (70b), which is a perfect intransitive sentence. My claim 
is that the dative nominal of the dative subject construction (70c) does exactly 
the same thing as the locative phrase in providing a domain in which the intran- 
sitive predication is embedded and in which the truth of the intransitive state- 
ment is said to hold true. Because the dative nominal functions as a large sub- 
ject, the sentence as a whole describes the property of this subject; e.g. Ken is 
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such that the state of affairs of Japanese being speakable is attributable to him. 
The capability reading of the sentence arises from this kind of property reading. 


(70) Potentials 

a. ??Nihongo ga hanas-e-ru. 
Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Japanese can be spoken.’ 

b. Hawai de(wa) nihongo ga hanas-e-ru. 
Hawai’i in (TOP) Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘In Hawai’i Japanese can be spoken.’ 

c. Ken ni (wa) nihongo ga hanas-e-ru. (Dative construction) 
Ken DAT (TOP) Japanese NOM speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Ken can speak Japanese; (lit) With respect to Ken, it is true that 
Japanese can be spoken.’ 

d. Nihongo wa hanas-e-ru. 
Japanese TOP speak-POTEN-PRES 
‘Japanese can be spoken./Japanese is a speakable language. 


Sentence (70d), with the topic marker, makes a universal statement that Japa- 
nese can be spoken anywhere by anyone. This again gives rise to a property 
reading that Japanese is a speakable language—if anybody tries (hard) any- 
where, Japanese can be spoken. 

Existential/possessive expressions are of the same type. A specific statement 
needs to be anchored, as in (b) and (c) below: 


(71) Existentials/possessives 

a. ??Kodomo ga san-nin iru. 
child NOM three-cL exist 
‘Three children exist.’ 

b. Asoko ni kodomo ga san-nin iru. 
there at child NOM three-CL exist 
‘There are three children there.’ 

c. Hata-sanni(wa) kodomo ga san-nin iru. 
Hata-Mr. DAT(TOP) child Nom three-CL exist 
‘Mr. Hata has three children.’ 

d. Kamiwa iru. 
god TOP exist 
‘God exists.’ 
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Again, if a universal context is assumed, a universal statement can be made as 
in (71d), where the intransitive predication stands as a complete sentence both 
syntactically and pragmatically. 

The verbs of necessity work in a similar manner as the above; 


(72) Necessity 

a. ??Kane ga _ takusanhituyoo da. 
money NOM alot necessary COP 
‘A lot of money is necessary.’ 

b. Siranai mati de wa kane ga takusanhituyoo da. 
unfamiliar town in TOP money NOM alot necessary COP 
‘In an unfamiliar town a lot of money is necessary.’ 

c. Ken ni (wa) kane ga takusan hituyoo da. 
Ken DAT (TOP) money NOM alot necessary COP 
‘Ken needs a lot of money.’ 

d. Kane wa hituyoo da. 
money TOP necessary COP 
‘Money is necessary.’ 


When we turn to the verbs of physiological and psychological states, the 
situation is little different from the above in that it gets harder to make universal 
statements independent of a specific domain. First consider the following: 


(73) Physiological states 

a. ??Ha ga itai. 
tooth Nom hurting 
‘A tooth hurts.’ 

b. Boku galwa ha ga itai. 
I NOM/TOP tooth NoM hurting 
‘I have a tooth ache.’ 

c. ??Ha wa itai. 
tooth Top hurting 
‘A tooth hurts.’ 

e. Musi-ba wa itai. 
carious-tooth TOP hurting 
‘A carious tooth hurts.’ 


Example (73a), like other body-part expressions, cannot stand alone without 
a specification of the domain in which the statement obtains true. However, 
since it is not true (luckily) that a tooth hurts universally, we cannot form a 
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universal statement like (73c). For a state of affairs involving a physiological 
state, a cognizer is always needed, as in (73b). In other words, the realization 
of the relevant physiological state depends on the recognition of that condition 
by someone. That is, there is no toothache or hunger when no one recognizes 
it. It is only when the subject nominal is considered to have the property re- 
sponsible for the physiological state that the relevant intransitive predication 
yields a complete statement, as in (73e), which unequivocally shows the intran- 
sitive nature of the predicate. 

Situations involving psychological states are similar to those involving physi- 
ological states in that a cognizer of the relevant state is normally needed, and 
a statement without it would be interpreted as elliptical, as in (74a). 


(74) a. ??Ano hito ga suki da. 

that person NOM like CoP 
“(Someone) likes that person.’ 

b. Ai galwa anohito ga sukida. 
Ai NOM/TopP that person NOM like COP 
‘Ai likes that person.’ 

c. ??Ano hito wa suki da. 
(That person is likable.) 


Sentence (74c) is not possible as a complete statement, indicating that suki da 
‘like’ is not a predicate allowing an objective characterization of a person. This 
predicate, unlike English adjective likable, always requires a cognizer who feels 
the sensation of liking. Just as a toothache does not exist when no one recog- 
nizes it, the semantics of suki da says that a person cannot have the quality of 
being likable unless somebody recognizes it. The same holds for the predicate 
kirai da ‘hateful’, which says that a person is hateful only when someone else 
recognizes so. 

Not all the predicates of psychological states are like these, and some allow 
a complete intransitive predication apart from a cognizer. Osorosii ‘fearful’ is 
one such predicate. 


(75) a. ??Ano hito ga osorosii. 
that person Noo fearful 
“(Someone) is fearful of that person.’ 
b. Bokuni (wa)anohito ga __ osorosii. 
I DAT TOP that person Nom fearful 
‘I am fearful of that person.’ 
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c. Anohito wa _ osorosii. 
that person TOP fearful 
“That person is fear-inspiring.’ 


It remains a mystery why certain mental state verbs allow objective character- 
iziation of a person/thing independently from a cognizer, as in the case of osorosii 
‘fearful’, while certain others like suki da ‘like’ do not, though it can be men- 
tioned that predicates suchas liking and disliking express more subjective mental 
states than others. It is worth noting at this point that the predicates allowing ob- 
jective characterization of a person/thing, asin (106), assume the DAT-NOM case 
frame in its non-canonical coding, while the other type calls for the NOM-NOM 
frame, as in (74b). We shall return to this difference in the next section. 

Thus, many of the predicates that are said to call for non-canonical coding 
patterns do in fact function as intransitive predicates. That many of these ex- 
pressions are felt to be elliptical without the initial dative or nominative noun 
phrase is not because the predicates are transitive or because of any other syn- 
tactic reason. It is due to the pragmatics of these statements that a domain must 
be provided in which their truth can be evaluated or in which the state of affairs 
materializes as in the case of mental and physiological states. In short, we are 
claiming that both dative subject constructions and double nominative construc- 
tions involve intransitive predication embedded in the domain of a large sub- 
ject, namely the double subject construction of the following structure: 


(76) Dative subject/double nominative construction 
S; 


NP, S, 





Kenni eigo ga wakaru 

Ken DAT English Nom understand:PRES 
‘Ken understands English.’ 

Ken ga Ai ga suki da 

Ken Nom Ai NOM like Cop 

‘Ken likes Ai.’ 
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By positing the double subject structure of the above type for the dative sub- 
ject construction, we are assuming that a large subject of such a construction 
can be marked other than the nominative. In the case of Japanese, I assume that 
the dative marked large subject arises from the combination of the dative and 
the nominative marker, i.e. the combination of ni-ga, which requires reduction 
to single marking of either ni or ga due to the prohibition of double marking of 
the central case markers, ga (NOM), o (ACC), and ni (DAT). None of the combi- 
nations such as ga-ga, o-ga, ni-ga, ni-o , or with the genitive particle ga-no, 
o-no, ni-no are permitted in Japanese. Combinations of these with peripheral 
case particles are permitted, and indeed they occur in the large subject position 
of the double subject construction: 


(76) a. [Kono heya kara-ga [huzi-san ga yoku mieru]]. 

this room from-NOM Fuji-Mt Nom well visible 
‘It is from this room that Mt. Fuji is very visible.’ 

b. [Hanako to-ga [itiban benkyoo ga _ si-nikui]]. 
Hanako with-NOM most study Nom do-difficult 
‘It is with Hanako that studying is most difficult to do.’ 

c. [Tookyoo made-ga_ [kuroo ga ooi]] 
Tokyo up to-NOM trouble NOM many 
‘It is up to Tokyo that there are many troubles.’ 


The dative subject construction in Japanese, in other words, has the following 
basic structure: 


(77) [Ken ni-ga [eigo ga wakaru)). 
Ken DAT-NOM English NoM understand 


Due to the prohibition of the ni-ga combination, one of the particles must be 
deleted, yeilding the following two surface forms; 


(78) a. Kenni eigo ga _ wakaru. (Dative subject construction) 
Ken DAT English Nom understand 
‘Ken understands English? 
b. Kenga eigo ga wakaru. (Double nominative construction) 
Ken NoM English NoM understand 
‘Ken understands English.’ 


Thus, there are two sources for double nominative constructions, those 
deriving from the dative subject construction and basic double nominative 
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constructions (e.g. (74b)) that do not alternate with dative subject constructions. 
The next question is what the difference is between the dative subject construc- 
tion and the basic double subject construction when both are analyzed as double 
subject constructions.” 


11. The degree of dependency of clausal predicates 


It has already been alluded to above that there is a difference in the degree of 
dependency between the large subject and the clausal predicate among some of 
the double subject constructions. Predicates such as suki da ‘like’ and kirai da 
‘hate’ form an intransitive proposition whose realization depends entirely upon 
a large subject cognizer. The same applies to such a proposition as Atama 
galwa itai ‘A head is hurting’, which contrasts with a proposition such as 
Atama galwa ookii ‘A head is large.’ While both these expressions are not pos- 
sible as true statements, in the case of the latter, the proposition can be delim- 
ited with a genitive modifier and can be made applicable to a specific head, as, 
e.g. Taroo no atama ga ookii “Taro’s head is large.’ Or it can be couched in the 
double subject construction as Taroo galwa atama ga ookii “Taro has a large 
head.’ But in the case of the physiological condition, the only option is the 
double subject construction, in which a cognizer is specified as such; e.g. Boku 
galwa atama ga itai ‘I have a head hurting’; *Boku no atama ga itai ‘My head 
is hurting.’ 

Compared to these propositions, those involving potential, existential, and a 
few psychological predicates can form complete predication without the large 
subject; e.g. Nihongo wa hanas-e-ru ‘Japanese is speakable’, Kami wa iru ‘God 
exists’, Ano hito wa kowai “That person is fear inspiring’. Of course these can 
be also couched in the double subject construction so that the application of the 
truth of the statement is limited to a specific domain (see (70), (71), (75)). 

What we see here is the difference in the degree of dependency. Certain in- 
transitive propositions are highly dependent upon a particular domain making 
it necessary to couch them in the double subject construction. Some others are 
freely occurring without a specification of the domain to which they apply, but 
which can also function as a clausal predicate of a large subject making a spe- 
cific statement about the latter. I want to claim that the difference between the 
dative subject construction and the basic (i.e. non-alternating) double nomina- 
tive construction lies in the difference in the degree of dependency between the 
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clausal predicate and the large subject, the former showing a lower degree of 
dependency and the latter a higher degree of dependency. 

Kuno (1973: 90-1) lists predicates taking the DAT-NOM pattern as well as 
those taking the NOM-NOM pattern, which have been arranged below for our 


purposes: 
(79) DAT-NOM predicates: 


Verbs: -reru (potential derivatives), dekiru ‘can do’, wakaru ‘under- 
stand’, aru ‘have/exist’, nai ‘do not have/non-extent’, iru ‘exist’ 
mieru ‘visible’, kikoeru ‘audible’ 

Adjectives: omosiroi ‘fun/enjoyable’, osorosii ‘fearful’, tanosii “en- 
joyable’, arigatai ‘thankful’ 

Adjectival nominals: hitwyoo da ‘necessary’, kanoo da ‘possible’, 
konnan da ‘difficult’, yooi da ‘easy’, nigate da ‘not good at doing 
something’ 


(80) NOM-NOM predicates 


Verbs: iru ‘need’ 

Adjectives: -tai (desiderative derivatives), hosii ‘want’, nikurasii 
‘hateful’, itosii ‘dear’, hazukasii ‘ashamed’, kawaii ‘cute’, 
netamasii ‘jealous’, kutiosii ‘mortifying’, umai “good at’, 
urayamasii ‘envious’, mazui ‘bad at’, muzukasii ‘difficult’ 

Adjectival nominals: heta da ‘bad at’, zyoozu da ‘good at’, kirai da 
‘hateful’, suki da ‘like’, tokui da ‘good at’, zannen da ‘sorry’ 


Although it is not quite absolute, there appears to be a general tendency in 
that the predicates occurring in the DAT-NOM frame (those in (79)) have an 
independent intransitive use, while those belonging to the NOM-NOM class (80) 
appear to have less of one. We have already illustrated the independent use of 
predicates such as osorosii ‘fearful’, iru ‘exist’, and hituyoo da ‘necessary’. 

Potential derivatives require some historical explanation. First, some of them 
(e.g. hanas-e-ru ‘speakable’) can occur independently, as discussed earlier. 
Potential expressions historically arose from spontaneous/passive constructions. 
These constructions did not have to overtly express an agent, as in the passive 
of many other languages. The potential developed by using an agentless pas- 
sive/potential clause as a clausal predicate. Indeed, we can observe the poten- 
tial/passive split in terms of how a (potential) agent is expressed; when it is 
expressed clause internally and as an optional adjunct, we obtain a passive 
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expression. In the potential expression, on the other hand, the potential agent 
is expressed in sentence initial position, i.e. as large subject of the double sub- 
ject construction. (81a), for example, is ambiguous between the two readings 
as indicated by the translations. By inserting the (potential) agent in the manner 
of (b) and (c), we obtain either a potential or a passive construction. 


(81) a. Kono kodomo-tati wa osie-rare-ta. 
this children TOP teach-PASS/POTEN-PAST 
‘These children were teachable/These children were taught.’ 
b. Kenni wa [kono kodomo-tati ga osie-rare-ta] 
Ken DAT Top this children NOM teach-POTEN-PAST 
‘Ken could teach these children.’ 
c. Kono kodomo-tatiwa Ken ni osie-rare-ta. 
this children ToP Ken by teach-PASS-PAST 
‘These children were taught by Ken.’ 


Thus, although in Modern Japanese the potential ending has diverged from 
the passive morpheme when the verb root ends in a consonant, changing from 
-(r)are to -e, the historical evidence suggests that it arose from a pas- 
sive/potential clause in the manner described above. In other words, the poten- 
tial verbals calling for the DAT-NOM case frame arose from an independent 
clause of the type shown in (81a). Other DAT-NOM verbs such as dekiru ‘can 
do’, wakaru ‘understand’, kikoeru ‘be audible’, and mieru ‘be visible’ also 
developed from spontaneous middle expressions. 

Compared to the above, many of the predicates calling for the NOM-NOM 
frame (those in (80)) are highly dependent in that they cannot occur indepen- 
dently of a cognizer nominal. Again, some predicates belonging to the adjective 
and the adjectival nominal class, e.g. kawaii ‘cute’, mutukasii ‘difficult’, can 
form complete intransitive expressions. Others, however, require a cognizer 
nominal, and there is no possibility for them to stand as independent sentences 
(i.e. without implicit cognizers ). 

The difference between the dative subject construction and the double nomi- 
native construction made in this section is in terms of whether the predicate 
forms complete statements without being couched in the double subject con- 
struction. This overall distinction in terms of the degree of dependency as re- 
flected in the case marking of the large subject, however, proves to be too gross 
a distinction. Closer inspection reveals that even within each type of construc- 
tion, there is a difference in the degree of dependency. And it is this subtler 
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difference in the degree of dependency to which syntax is sensitive. We shall 
illustrate this as we examine the distribution of subject properties over the large 
and the small subject of the double subject constructions. 


12. The syntax of double subject constructions 


One of the motivations for analysing dative subject constructions as transitive 
has been the fact that the dative nominal possesses certain subject properties (see 
Kachru et al. 1976, Shibatani 1977). This fact alone does not really argue for the 
transitive analysis, however, for we know that the large subject of the double 
subject construction (or the possessor ascension construction) also shows subject 
properties. In the Relational Grammar framework, the Relational Succession 
Law is posited to capture this fact (Perlmutter 1983). If dative subject construc- 
tions are analysed as double subject constructions, then the fact that dative 
nominals exhibit some subject properties comes as no surprise. What is not made 
clear in this framework is why the facts behind the Relational Succession Law 
obtain. Certainly the structural relationship between the large subject and the 
small subject indicates that the former dominates the latter. But clearly this dom- 
inance relationship is a reflection of a semantic dominance or dependency that 
obtains between the large subject and the clausal predicate in the relevant con- 
structions. In what follows, we shall examine how this notion of dependency 
interacts with syntax; i.e. how the distribution of subject properties over the large 
subject and the small subject correlates with the notion of dependency discussed 
above. Our discussion shows that the distribution of subject properties is not as 
consistent as Relational Grammar—the Relational Succession Law and the in- 
version analysis (see §6), in particular—predicts. 

Among the predicates that call for the DAT-NOM case frame, the verbs iru 
‘exist/have’ and aru ‘exist/have’ show a subtle but interesting contrast. With a 
locative nominal, these verbs express the existence of an entity, and are sensi- 
tive to its animacy. 


(82) a. Asokoni kodomo ga _ iru/*aru. 
there Loc child NOM exist/exist 
‘There is a child over there.’ 
b. Asokoni takaiki ga “*iru/aru. 
there Loc tall tree NOM exist/exist 
‘There is a tall tree over there.’ 
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When a human possessor occurs instead of a location, certain animate entities 
may co-occur with the verb aru, as in (83b) below: 


(83) a. Hata-senseini (wa) kireina okusan ga iru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) beautiful wife NOM exist 
‘Prof. Hata has a beautiful wife.’ 
b. Hata-senseini (wa) kireina okusan ga aru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) beautiful wife NOM exist 
‘Prof. Hata has a beautiful wife.’ 


Despite the superficial similarity between the iru and the aru possessive con- 
structions, they exhibit a contrastive behaviour with regard to some syntactic 
phenomena. First, observe the honorification pattern: 


(84) a. Hata-senseini (wa) kireina okusan ga _ iru/oideninaru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) beautiful wife NOM exist/exist. HON 
‘Prof. Hata has a beautiful wife.’ 
b. Hata-senseini (wa) siramiga _ iru/#oideninaru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) lice NOM exist/exist.HON 
‘Prof. Hata has lice/Prof. Hata is lice-infested.’ 


(85) a. Hata-senseini (wa) kireina okusan ga aruloarininaru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) beautiful wife NOM exist/exist. HON 
‘Prof. Hata has a beautiful wife.’ 
b. Hata-senseini (wa) bakudaina syakkin ga — aru/oarininaru. 
Hata-prof DAT (TOP) large debt NOM exist/exist.HON 
‘Prof. Hata has a large debt.’ 


In the iru possessive construction as in (84), it is the small subject that trig- 
gers honorification, as indicated by the inappropriateness of the honorific ver- 
sion of (84b), which honorifies the lice. If the dative nominal Hata-sensei ‘Prof. 
Hata’ were a controlling subject, then we would expect (84b) to be appropriate 
with an honorific form. In contradistinction to this, it is the large subject that 
triggers honorification in the aru possessive construction. Thus, unlike (84b), 
(85b) is quite appropriate with the honorific verbal form. This contrast between 
the iru and the aru constructions can be further confirmed by the following 
examples. In the iru possessive form of (86a), the nominative noun phrase, the 
small subject, triggers honorification and an appropriate honorific expression 
obtains. In the aru form in (86b), on the other hand, the dative, large subject, 
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triggers honorification, rendering the honorific version inappropriate; one does 
not show deference to a familiar person with the second person form kimi ‘you’. 
The sentence would be perfectly natural, however, if the dative nominal in 
(86b) contained a deferential second person form such as anata-sama. 


(86) a. Kimi ni(wa)  rippanaryoosin ga  iruloideni naru. 
you.FAM DAT(TOP) great parents NOM exist/exist. HON 
“You have great parents.’ 
b. Kimi ni(wa) — rippanaryoosin ga — aru/#oarini naru. 
you.FAM DAT(TOP) great parents NOM exist/exist. HON 
“You have great parents.’ 


The phenomenon of reflexive binding is too subtle to be able to distinguish 
between the two constructions. Still, the honorification pattern examined in 
(84)-(86) is robust enough to warrant a separate treatment of the distribution 
of subject properties over the large and small subjects. We would like to claim 
that the fact that the large subject asserts its subject status more strongly than 
the small subject in the aru possessive construction is due to a greater depen- 
dency that the clausal predicate has on the large subject in this construction. 
Compared to this, the iru possessive construction involves a more independent 
clausal predicate. This contrast can be observed by examining the nature of 
possessed entities allowed in the aru possessive construction. 

What can be possessed in the aru possessive construction is rather limited.’ 
The best candidates are (1) (mostly acquired) bodily features such as siraga 
‘grey hair’, nikibi ‘pimples’, siwa ‘wrinkles’, kizu ‘scar’; (2) personal traits and 
possessions such as warui kuse ‘bad habit’, sainoo ‘ability’, tie ‘wisdom’, 
kangae ‘idea’, zoosyo ‘personal book collection’, tyosyo ‘authored works’, (for 
some reason syakkin ‘debt’ belongs here); and (3) close kin and associates such 
as okusan ‘wife’, musuko ‘son’, tomodati ‘friends’, and desi ‘disciples’. Notice 
that inalienable possession of body parts cannot be expressed by the possessive 
construction; they need to be couched in a possessor ascension-type double 
subject construction. Thus, while aru possessive constructions require entities 
closely related to the possessor, they cannot contain ones that are very closely 
connected like body parts. 

The iru possessive construction, on the other hand, allows a larger class of 
entities, though these are limited to animates and typically humans. Observe 
the following, which illustrate the difference in the range of possessed entities 
permitted between the two constructions. 
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(87) a. Kenni (wa) yoi tomodatiga takusan iru/aru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) good friends NOM many _ exist/exist 
‘Ken has many good friends.’ 

b. Kenni (wa) siensya ga iru/??aru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) sponsor NOM exist/exist 
‘Ken has a sponsor/supporter.’ 

c. Kenni (wa) inu ga sanbiki iru/??aru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) dog NOM three exist/exist 
‘Ken has three dogs.’ 

d. Kenni (wa) siramiga irul*aru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) lice NOM exist/exist 
‘Ken has lice.’ 

e. Kenni (wa) takusan huan ga _ iru/*aru. 
Ken DAT (TOP) many fan NOM exist/exist 
‘Ken has a lot of fans (followers). 

f. Kenni (wa) teki ga iru/*aru. 

Ken DAT (TOP) enemy NOM exist/exist 
‘Ken has an enemy’ 


These observations show that the small subject (and hence the clausal predi- 
cate as a whole) has a tighter affinity to the large subject in the aru possessive 
construction than in the iru construction, which permits a wider range of pos- 
sessed entities. The difference in the syntax of honorification between the two 
constructions is a reflection of this difference in the dependency relationship. 

As for the double nominative constructions, let us first examine constructions 
involving relational nouns including body parts. Both the following expressions 
are incomplete (i.e. pragmatically but not syntactically). 


(88) a. ??Asi ga nagai. 
legs NoM long 
‘Legs are long.’ 
b. ??Okusan ga kirei da. 
wife NOM pretty COP 
‘A wife is pretty.’ 

The fact that these expressions are incomplete indicates that these require (or 
are dependent upon) some domain in which they can be anchored. Indeed, 
couching them in the double subject construction render the propositions in 
question properly interpretable. 
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(89) a. Yamada-san galwa asi ga nagai. 
Yamada-Mr Nom /TopP legs NOM long 
‘It is Mr. Yamada whose legs are long./Mr. Yamada has long legs.’ 
b. Yamada-san galwa okusan ga kirei da. 
Yamada-Mr NOM/TOP wife NOM pretty COP 
‘It is Mr. Yamada whose wife is pretty.’ 


However, the dependency relation differs in these two cases. When a body- 
part is involved, as in (89a), the state of affairs expressed by the predicate 
clause does not obtain independently of the large subject, which is construed 
to be the possessor of the relevant body-part mentioned in the small subject 
noun phrase. That is, apart from the body-part possessor, the evaluation of the 
truth of the predicate clause cannot be made. 

In (89b), the relational noun okusan ‘wife’ requires it to be anchored with 
someone holding the marital relation with her, but the truth of the propositional 
content of the predicate clause okusan ga kirei da ‘A wife is pretty’ can be as- 
sessed without reference to the large subject. The individual who happens to be 
Mr. Yamada’s wife could be pretty even if she were someone else’s wife. In- 
deed, we obtain a complete statement by replacing okusan ‘wife’ of (88b) with 
a name such as Hanako, as Hanako galwa kirei da ‘Hanako is pretty.’ 

Consisitent with the difference in the degree of dependency being discussed 
here, the distribution of subject properties differs between the two construc- 
tions. When the body-part nominal is involved, the large subject controls sub- 
ject-related phenomena, while the small subject asserts its subjecthood when 
other relational nouns are involved. For example, the large subject antecedes 
the reflexive pronoun and it triggers subject honorification as well in (90a), 
whereas it is the small subject that controls these phenomena in (90b): 


(90) a. Hata-sensei galwa se ga go-zibun no musuko-san 
Hata-prof Nom/TopP height NOM HON-self GEN son-Mr 
yori o-takai. 
than HON-high 
‘It is Prof. Hata whose height is taller than his own son.’ 

b. Hata-sensei galwa okusan ga go-zibun no kaisya o 
Hata-prof Nom/ToP wife NOM HON-self of company ACC 
keiei-nasatte iru. 
manage-do(HON) be 
‘It is Prof. Hata whose wife is managing her own company.’ 
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Other NOM-NOM predicates such as suki da ’like’ and kirai da ‘dislike’ are 
highly consistent in the syntax of honorification, showing a high degree of 
clausal predicate dependency on the large subject. Thus, the large subject con- 
sistently triggers honorification, and the small subject never does. 


(91) a. Hata-sensei ga Mami ga o-suki da. 
Hata-prof NOM Mami NOM HOoN-like COP 
‘Prof. Hata likes Mami.’ 
b. Hata-sensei ga Mami ga o-kirai da. 
Hata-prof NOM Mami NOM HoN-dislike cop 
‘Prof. Hata dislikes Mami.’ 


(92) a. #Mami ga  Hata-sensei ga o-suki da. 
Mami Nom Hata-prof NOM HON-like COP 
‘Mami likes Prof. Hata.’ 
b. #Mami ga _ Hata-sensei ga o-kirai da. 
Mami Nom Hata-prof NOM HON-dislike cop 
‘Mami dislikes Prof. Hata.’ 


In (92) honorification is triggered by the large subject Mami, not by the small 
subject Hata-sensei, hence the inappropriateness of the forms. Most predicates 
calling for a NOM-NOM case frame show the above honorification pattern, re- 
flecting the high degree of dependency of the clausal predicate on the large 
subject. 

As discussed in the preceding section, compared to double nominative con- 
structions, dative constructions tend to show a lesser degree of dependency 
between the large subject and the clausal predicate, many of which allowing the 
relevant predicates as independent intransitve verbs outside the dative subject 
construction. However, each type of construction has a variation of its own such 
that both dative subject and double subject constructions show a difference in 
the distribution of subject properties. This makes it hard to account for the dis- 
tribution of subject properties in terms of categorical analyses such as the ones 
proposed in Relational Grammar. 


13. Summary and conclusion 


This paper has examined the semantics and the syntax of non-canonical 
constructions in Japanese. The main focus of this paper was on stative non-ca- 
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nonical constructions, since they have analogues in a large number of lan- 
guages. Stative predicates entering the non-canonical constructions centre 
around specific semantic domains, most notably possession/existence, physio- 
logical states, mental states, and certain modal states. We have argued that what 
unifies these semantic domains is the notion of dependency of the state of af- 
fairs that the relevant predicates express. That is, possession/existence is defined 
by a location or possessor, hence a possessive/existential state of affairs does 
not obtain without these elements. Similarly, psychological and physiological 
states obtain only when they are experienced by a cognizer. Modal states are 
also bound to an individual upon which their potential realisation is predicated. 

All of the stative non-canonical constructions were analysed as involving 
double subject constructions of the following form: 


(93) a. [NP-NOM [NP-NOM _ PRED]] 
Large SUBJ Small SUBJ 

b. [NP-DAT [NP-NOM PRED]] 
Large SUBJ Small SUBJ 








The clausal predicate represents a state of affairs whose realisation depends 
on the large subject. The large subject, which the clausal predicate modifies, 
specifies a domain in which the described state of affairs obtains. The depen- 
dency relationship between the large subject and the clausal predicate (and the 
small subject in it) varies in its degree. Thus, while none of the following 
sentences can stand as complete expressions, we observe a varying degree 
of dependency among them. 


(94) a. Okusanga utukusii. 

wife Nom beautiful 
‘A wife is beautiful.’ 

b. Atamaga ookii. 
head Nom big 
‘A head is big.’ 

c. Okusan ga iru. 
wife NOM exist 
‘A wife exists.’ 

d. Okusan ga aru. 
wife NOM exist 
‘A wife exists.’ 
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e. Atamaga itai 
head Nom hurting 
‘A head is hurting’? 

f. Mizu ga hosü. 
water NOM want 
“Water is desirable.’ 

g. Mami ga _ suki da. 
Mami NOM like cop 
‘Mami is likeable.’ 


Example (94a) contains a relational nominal, okusan ‘wife’, and unless it is 
further specified, the sentence cannot stand as a complete expression. The same 
is true with (71b). These forms, however, can become independent full expres- 
sions by specifying the ‘“‘possessor”’ in genitive form, as below. Indeed, these 
predicates can form independent sentences without a possessor as well. 


(95) a. Hata-sanno  okusan ga  utukusii. 
Hata-Mr GEN wife Nom beautiful 
‘Mr. Hata’s wife is beautiful.’ 
b. Kenno atamaga ookii. 
Ken GEN head Nom{ big 
‘Ken’s head is big.’ 


(96) a. Mami ga utukusii. 
Mami Nom beautiful 
‘Mami is beautiful.’ 
b. Zoo ga ookii. 
elephant Nom big 
‘An elephant is big.’ 


The forms in (94a) and (94b) can form non-canonical constructions by predi- 
cating over a kin person or a possessor as below: 


(97) a. [Hata-san ga [okusan ga  utukusii]] 
Hata-Mr Nom wife Nom beautiful 
‘It is Mr. Hata whose wife is beautiful.’ 
b. [Ken ga [atamaga _ ookii]] 
Ken Nom head Nom big 
‘It is Ken whose head is big.’ 


NON-CANONICAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN JAPANESE 351 


Because (97b) has a body part small subject, the subject syntax of this kind 
of construction is controlled by the possessor large subject, which has total 
semantic dominance over the small subject. On the other hand, the small subject 
in (97a) is an entity independent of the large subject, albeit one with a close 
affinity to it. Accordingly, the small subject in this kind of construction asserts 
its subject status. 

Sentences (94c) and (94d) contain existential predicates, and call for either 
a location or a possessor by which the existence of the entity can be defined. 
They differ from (94a) and (94b) in that they normally require a large subject 
expressing a location or a possessor, unless universal existence is implied as in 
the expression ‘God exists’. 


(98) a. [Hata-sanni [okusan ga  iru]] 
Hata-Mr DAT wife NOM exist 

‘Mr. Hata has a wife.’ 
b. [Hata-sanni  [okusan ga aru] 
Hata-Mr DAT wife NOM exist 

‘Mr. Hata has a wife.’ 


It was noted that the latter, aru-possessive construction involved a higher 
dependency relationship between the large subject and the small subject than 
the former, and this difference was reflected in the syntax. 

Example (94e), containing a body part and a predicate expressing a physio- 
logical state, is even more dependant on the presence of a cognizer. Unless 
someone feels pain, there is none. Thus, unlike (95b), (99a) below is ungram- 
matical. Since Japanese imposes a stringent evidentiality requirement on the 
cognizer choice, the only possible one for physiological and psychological 
states would a first person (“T”). 


(99) a. *Bokuno atamaga itai. 
I GEN head Nom hurting 
‘My head hurts.’ 
b. [Bokuga [atamaga _ itai]] 
I NOM head Nom hurting 
‘It is I whose head is hurting/I have a headache.’ 


Finally, psychological states expressed by those predicates in (94f,g) 
also require a cognizer without which the said psychological states could 
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not obtain. Hence the forms in (94f,g) are highly dependent on a large subject 
cognizer calling for the following non-canonical structure: 


(100) a. [Bokuga [mizu ga hosii]] 
I NOM water NOM want 
‘I want water.’ 
b. [Ken ga [Mami ga _ suki da]] 
Ken NoM Mami Nom like Cop 
‘Ken likes Mami.’ 


Needless to say, large subjects control subject behavioural properties in these 
constructions. 

We have also suggested that these non-canonical constructions reflect a par- 
ticular pattern of conceptualizing states of affairs distinct from the conceptual- 
ization pattern that entails transitive constructions. Many languages show rele- 
vant meaning contrasts between canonical and non-canonical constructions 
along the line of the presence vs. absence of volitionality/control, reflecting the 
differences between these two patterns of conceptualization. Japanese too 
shows a subtle meaning contrast. 

While the double subject analysis for the relavant non-canonical construc- 
tions in this paper was motivated by the independently observed double subject 
construction, typically involving body parts—the possessor ascension construc- 
tion—in Japanese, it has been shown that a strong case can be made for the 
proposed analysis of dative subject and other non-canonical constructions even 
in those languages where there is no independently occurring double subject 
construction (see Shibatani 1999, Shibatani and Pardeshi in press). 


Notes 


The following abbreviations are used: A=agent of a transitive clause; ABL=ablative case particle; 
ACC=accusative case particle; AGENT=agent-marking particle; CAUSEE=causee-marking particle; 
cL=classifier; COM=comitative case particle; COND=conditional; CONJ=conjuctive particle; COP= 
copula; DAT=dative case particle; DESID=desiderative; FAM=familiar; GEN =genitive case particle; 
GOAL=goal case particle; HON=honorific; IMP =imperative; INST=instrumental; Loc=locative case 
particle; NOM=nominative case particle; NOMI=nominaliser, NONFUT=non-future; O =a second non- 
agentive nominal of a transitive clause; OBJ =object; PASS =passive; PAST =past tense; POTEN =potential; 
PRED=predicate; PRES=present tense; REFL=reflexive; s=subject of an intransitive clause; 
SOURCE =source particle; SUBJ =subject; TOP=topic particle. 

1. In Japanese the prenominal modification of this type is indistinguishable from the relative clause 
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modification. If a true relative clause is involved with relevant arguments, both the “subject” and the 
“object” readings are possible as in: Hanako ga kirai na hito ‘the person who dislikes Hanako/the 
person who Hanako dislikes’. Also with an “understood” argument, the following interpretation is 
also possible: (nattoo ga) kirai na hito ‘the person who dislikes (nattoo—fermented soy beans). 

2. A legitimate question here is concerned with the difference between the double subject construction 
and the topic construction involving the particle wa; e.g. Zoo ga hana ga nagai vs. Zoo wa hana ga 
nagai ‘An elephant has a long trunk’. A major difference between them is that in the former, a more 
stringent “aboutness” condition applies than in the latter. The clausal predicate in the double nomina- 
tive construction must express a state of affairs that is construable as a reasonable way of 
characterising the large subject. Thus while it is possible to say Kyooto wa boku no ani ga sunde iru 
‘As for Kyoto, my brother lives (there)’ is a possible topic construction, its double subject counterpart 
*Kyooto ga boku no ani ga sunde iru is not, since it is decidedly odd to characterise Kyoto in terms 
of my brother’s living there. See Shibatani and Cotton (1977) on this. 

3. See Tsunoda (1995) for a relevant discussion on the honorification of possessed entities. 
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negative clause 57, 95-6, 270, 284, 302 n. 23 
negative imperative 10, 199 n. 11, 302 n. 23 


nominal predicate, see predicate, nominal 
nominative-accusative language 3, 5, 9, 39, 
46 n. 3, 54, 113, 154, 204, 251, 308 


object 

dative 90, 105, 309-11, 317, 319-20 

direct 64, 66, 73, 95, 175 n. 20, 179, 201, 
202, 205, 210, 211-12, 227, 232, 235, 
236, 237, 239-40, 246, 251-2, 258, 265, 
269, 286-7, 295 

double 97-8 

indirect 64, 66, 72, 150, 175 n. 20, 179, 
205, 208, 210, 211, 237, 246, 323 

oblique 43, 205, 210, 229, 237, 246 

of perception 28-9, see also verb of percep- 
tion 

scrambled 319-20 

shift 95-6 


partitive case 5, 30, 43, 57-8, 251-98 
passive 12-13, 18, 22, 23, 44, 46 n. 12, 
47 n. 16, 53, 65, 70, 95, 97-98, 101-3, 
105, 108, 126, 131, 145 n. 9, 159, 167-8, 
170, 174 n. 14, 186, 195, 202, 216, 
243-6, 269, 282-4, 309, 341-2 
perfective 58, 126 
pivot 85, 128, 136-41, 144, 240 
condition/constraint 8, 17—21, 22-3, 35, 44, 
72, 116, 137, 143, 182, 197 
possessive 140, 194, 197, 206-7, 226-8, 229, 
248 n. 19, 267, 288, 294, 332, 335, 
344-6, 349, 351 
possessor 5, 9, 15, 34-5, 53, 71, 113, 116-22, 
127, 130, 131, 135-6, 143, 146 n. 13, 
203, 292-3, 294, 328, 330, 332-3, 343-4, 
347, 350-2 
predicate, see also verb 
adjectival 94, 308, 318 
cognition 62-4 
desiderative 12, 13, 39, 150, 153, 221-2, 
313-4 
emotion 62-6 
existential 340, 349 
experiential 59-75 
modality 66, see also modality 
nominal 94, 308 
of physical state 14, 151, 180 
of physiological state 12, 13, 23, 25-7, 38, 
126, 143, 144, 151, 288-9, 3124, 349, 351 
of psychological experience/feeling 25-7, 
38, 59-64, 126, 173, 289, 312-4, 337, 
340, 349, 351 
sensation 62-4, 66 
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pronoun 16, 54, 56, 114-15, 116, 118, 180, 
198 n. 7, 201, 205, 252, 254, 266, 273, 
284, 292-3, 300 n. 9 

anaphoric 16 

bound 6 

dummy 8 

free 201, 215 

interrogative 54 

possessive 71, 226 

reflexive 15-16, 65, 68, 71-2, 91, 97, 102, 
128, 135-6, 204, 213-14, 236, 242, 
299 n. 6, 320, 347 

reflexive, antecedent control over 15-16, 
22, 71-2, 91, 128, 135-6, 199 n. 12, 214, 
236-7 

relative 53 


realis 219, 247 n. 15, 247 n. 16 

recipient 2, 55, 97-8, 114, 206-7, 210-12 

reciprocal 15, 185, 190, 199 n. 12, 202, 216- 
18, 222, 230, 232, 237-8, 240-1, 245 

reflexive 9, 15-16, 22-3, 35, 44, 47 n. 15, 63, 
65-6, 71-2, 89, 90-1, 103, 116, 143, 197, 
198 n. 10, 199 n. 12, 202, 212-16, 232, 
236-7, 240-1, 242, 245, 247 n. 12, 
299 n. 6, 299 n. 8, 322, 345 

relative clause 8, 16-17, 113, 150, 259, 
352n. 1 

resultative 38, 65-6, 145 n. 9 


serialisability of verbs 185-6, see also verb, 
serial 
source 28, 309 
split ergative, see ergative, split 
split subject, see subject, split 
stative construction 5, 38—40, 70, 193, 223-5, 
226, 229, 308-9, 312, 348-9 
stative intransitive 11, 14, 30, 178, 180, 197 
stative passive 65 
subject 
dative 47 n. 13, 68, 69-70, 79, 90, 94, 100, 
145 n. 4, 198 n. 2, 311-15, 317, 319-22, 
325, 327, 333, 334, 338-40, 342, 343, 
348, 352 
deletion 92, 161-3, 174 n. 18, 255 
different 20, 162, 164, 184, 203, 219 
double 316, 328-40, 342-8, 349, 352, 
353 n. 2 


oblique 87-93, 94-5, 99-101, 104, 
109 n. 3, 127 
same 8, 17-21, 137, 159, 161-4, 170, 181, 
182-4, 189, 195, 197, 198 n. 10, 
199 n. 12, 203, 219 
split 6, 107, see also ergative, split 
subjunctive 31, 152, 156, 159, 161, 162, 219 
switch-reference 8, 18, 68, 161-4, 170, 
174 n. 10, 181, 183-4, 190, 195, 202, 
203, 216, 218-19, 228, 234, 240, 
247 n. 6, see also subject, different/same 


topicalisation 2, 86, 89, 103, 105, 179, 254, 
308, 314 

transitivity status 5—6, 28, 31, 43, 56-7, 119, 
121, 133, 262-3, 265, 273-4, 284 


valency-changing derivation 8, 12-15, 21, 68, 
70, 75, 158-9, 167-8, 216, 242-3 
verb, see also predicate 
desiderative 10, 16, 23, 31-2, 38, 152, 313 
experiential 46 n. 5, 62, 75-6 
interaction 47 n. 22, 59, 30 n. 2 
of cognition 28-9, 66, 151 
of existence 25, 34-5, 292-3, 312 
of lacking 25, 34-5, 40, 292-3 
of mental state 132, 178, 179, 338 
of necessity 32, 295, 313, 336 
of perception 16, 28, 39, 129, 151, 290-1 
of physical state 132, 178, 179 
of physiological state 3, 99, 171, 201-2, 
312-13, 336 
of possession 25, 34-5, 40, 64, 194, 292-3, 
312 
of psychological experience/feeling 3, 99, 
201-2, 312 
serial 9, 10-11, 24, 178, 181, 182-7, 
189-90, 191-2, 195, 197, 198 n. 10, 
199 n. 12, 229 
volitionality 36-8, 64, 67, 70, 75, 99-100, 
102, 125, 137, 146 n. 12, 263, 272-4, 
295, 308, 325, 327, 352 


WH-movement 105, 159, 165-7, 170, 172 

word order 46 n. 10, 55, 68-70, 74, 86-9, 92, 
103, 109 n. 2, 114, 153-4, 155, 289, 317, 
see also constituent order 
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